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Abstract 
 
This master's thesis discusses the applicability of the concept of new-build gentrification in the context of 
Helsinki. The aim is to offer new ways to structure the framework of socio-economic change in Helsinki through 
this theoretical perspective and to explore the suitability of the concept of new-build gentrification in a context 
where the construction of new housing is under strict municipal regulations. 
 
The conceptual understanding of gentrification has expanded since the term's coinage, and has been enlarged to 
encompass a variety of new actors, causalities and both physical and social outcomes. New-build gentrification 
on its behalf is one of the manifestations of the current, third-wave gentrification. Over the upcoming years 
Helsinki is expected to face growth varying from moderate to rapid increase of the population. The last decade 
has been characterized by the planning of extensive residential areas in the immediate vicinity of the Helsinki 
CBD and the seaside due to the relocation of inner city cargo shipping. Accompanied with characteristics of local 
housing policy and existing housing stock, these developments form the framework where the prerequisites for 
the existence of new-build gentrification are discussed. 
 
The empirical part of this thesis concentrates on exploring the socio-economic and demographic structure of the 
resident base of Helsinki’s new-build housing areas.  The main research method is a GIS- analysis based on the 
appliance of the YKR Database by SYKE and the Grid Database by Statistics Finland. Besides the quantitative 
analysis, the existence of new-build gentrification in Helsinki is discussed in the context of general 
argumentation for the phenomenon's applicability by the critical gentrification research perspective. 
 
The results of the study lead to the conclusion, that new-build gentrification does not occur in the chosen case 
areas as the process described in international case-studies suggest, but several of the characteristics of the 
phenomenon are however present in the local housing policies, housing market and development of new 
residential areas. In Helsinki the regulation of the tenure structure concerning the new-build housing stock has 
led to a situation, where the difference between new-build housing developments' and the surrounding areas' 
socio-economic status varies between the inner-and outer parts of the city. These results bear close resemblance 
to the outcomes of recent Western European studies highlighting the importance of comprehensive understanding 
of the local context in the contemporary gentrification research. The development of new-build housing areas in 
Helsinki is to some extent in line with international trends, but the specificities of national and local policy 
practices have led to distinct socio-cultural outcomes. The results support the notion that the concept of new-
build gentrification becomes purposeful when accompanied with a more nuanced and comprehensive 
understanding of the local processes of urban change. 
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Tiivistelmä 
 
Tämä Pro gradu tutkimus käsittelee uudisrakennetun gentrifikaation käsitteen soveltuvuutta Helsingin sosio-
ekonomisen rakenteen tarkasteluun. Tutkimuksen tavoitteena on esitellä uusi teoreettinen näkökulma alueellista 
eriytymistä koskevaan keskusteluun, ja tutkia uudisrakennetun gentrifikaation edellytyksiä kunnallisen 
lainsäädännön puitteissa. 
 
Gentrifikaatio on käsitteenä laajentunut kattamaan entistä monimuotoisemmin erilaisia toimijoita, kausaliteetteja 
sekä fyysisiä ja sosiaalisia muutoksia urbaanissa ympäristössä. Uudisrakennettu gentrifikaatio kuuluu näihin 
uusiin ilmentymiin, ja edustaa rakenteensa puolesta ns. kolmannen aallon gentrifikaatiota. Tulevien vuosien 
aikana Helsinkiin odotetaan kohdistuvan tasaisesta nopeaan väestönkasvua. Viimeisimmän vuosikymmen aikana 
Helsinki on kaavoittanut huomattavasti uutta asuntotuotantoa kaupungin keskustan läheisyyteen vanhojen 
tavarasatama-alueiden toiminnan siirtyessä toisaalle. Yhdessä kunnallisen asuntopolitiikan ja olemassa olevan 
rakennuskannan kanssa nämä tekijät muodostavat viitekehyksen keskustelulle uudisrakennetun gentrifikaation 
edellytyksistä. 
 
Tutkimuksen empiirisessä osassa tarkastellaan Helsingin uudisrakennettujen asuinalueiden sosio-ekonomisia ja 
demografisia erityispiirteitä. Keskeisin tutkimusmetodi on SYKE:n ylläpitämään YKR-aineistoon sekä 
Tilastokeskuksen Ruututietokantaan perustuva paikkatietoanalyysi. Kvantitatiivisen analyysin ohella 
uudisrakennetun gentrifikaation esiintymisen edellytyksiä arvioidaan kriittisen gentrifikaatiotutkimuksen 
määrittämien käsitteen käyttökelpoisuutta arvioivien kriteerien mukaisesti. 
 
Tutkimustulosten perusteella uudisrakennettua gentrifikaatiota ei esiinny Helsingissä kansainvälisen 
esimerkkikirjallisuuden osoittamalla tavalla, mutta ilmiöön liittyviä piirteitä on havaittavissa kunnallisessa 
asuntopolitiikassa, asuntomarkkinoilla sekä uusien asuinalueiden kehittämisessä. Helsingissä uudisrakennettujen 
asuntojen hallintamuodon säännöstely on johtanut tilanteeseen, jossa erot vanhan ja uuden asuntokannan sosio-
ekonomisen aseman välillä ovat huomattavan erilaisia keskusta-alueilla kuin esikaupungeissa.  Tulokset 
muistuttavat läheisesti viimeaikaisten länsieurooppalaisten tutkimusten havaintoja kontekstisidonnaisuuden 
ohittamattomasta merkityksestä nykyaikaiselle gentrifikaatiotutkimukselle. Helsingissä uudisrakennettujen 
asuinalueiden kehitys muistuttaa jossain määrin kansainvälisiä kehitystrendejä, mutta kansallisen ja kunnallisen 
asuntopolitiikan erityispiirteet ovat johtaneet hyvin paikallisen toimintaympäristön syntyyn. Tutkimuksen 
tulokset tukevat väitettä, jonka mukaan uudisrakennetun gentrifikaation käsitteestä tulee merkitsevä vasta 
paikallisen kaupunkikehityksen viitekehykseen liitettynä. 
Avainsanat  




Helsingin yliopisto, Kumpulan kampuskirjasto 
  
Muita tietoja  
- 
  
1. Introduction ........................................................................................................................ 1 
1.1. Premise of the study ................................................................................................ 2 
1.2. Structure of the study and the research area ............................................................ 6 
2. Introduction to the literature on new-build gentrification ................................................. 9 
2.1. Gentrification as an evolving concept ..................................................................... 9 
2.2. Gentrification-related displacement ....................................................................... 13 
2.3. New-build gentrification ........................................................................................ 16 
2.4. Criticism towards the concept of new-build gentrification ................................... 20 
2.5. Operationalizing gentrification and methodological challenges ........................... 23 
3. Methodology .................................................................................................................... 26 
 3.1. Research questions ................................................................................................. 26 
3.2. Data sources ........................................................................................................... 27 
3.3. Research methods .................................................................................................. 29 
 3.3.1. GIS-analysis .............................................................................................. 29 
 3.3.2. Indicators for socio-economic status ........................................................ 31 
 3.3.3. Validity and reliability .............................................................................. 33 
4. Socio-economic differentiation in Helsinki  .................................................................... 35 
4.1. Housing preferences of the middle and high income groups ................................ 37 
4.2. Gentrification research on Helsinki and Finland ................................................... 38 
5. Introduction to housing in Helsinki ................................................................................. 43 
5.1. Growth of Helsinki and the Metropolitan Area ..................................................... 43 
5.2. Housing policy ....................................................................................................... 47 
5.3. Housing stock in Helsinki ...................................................................................... 53 
5.4. Affordability of housing in the Helsinki Metropolitan Area ................................. 63 
5.5. Characteristics of the new-build housing stock in Helsinki .................................. 68 
5.6. New-build residential developments in a changing context .................................. 75 
6. Analysis on the socio-economic structure of new-build housing .................................... 82 
6.1. Indicators ............................................................................................................... 83 
6.1.1. Age structure ............................................................................................. 83 
6.1.2. Income level ............................................................................................... 86 
6.1.3. Educational level and unemployment rate ................................................ 94 
6.2. Socio-economic characteristics of the new-build housing areas ........................... 97 
7. Analysis and discussion ................................................................................................... 99 
  
8. Summary and conclusion ............................................................................................... 107 






During the last few decades, the concept of gentrification has experienced considerable 
contextual expansion. New-build gentrification characterizes the third wave of gentrification 
(Hackworth & Smith 2001), and has been claimed to portrait a new dynamic process leading 
to socio-economic differentiation (Davidson & Lees 2005, 2010). Already proven to be a 
useful concept in understanding certain dynamics of socio-economic change (Rerat et al. 
2010; Doucet et al. 2011; Kern 2010), the literature engaging with the phenomenon remains 
highly centered on the Anglo-American context (Davidson & Lees 2005, Davidson 2007, 
Hochstenbach et al. 2014) - as does the majority of the theory-building contemporary 
gentrification literature (Buzar et al. 2007: 64; Rerat et al. 2010: 432; Maloutas 2012: 34). 
Consequently, a growing demand for more contextuality exists in the recent gentrification 
literature (Clark 2005, Lees 2012). In relation to the argumentation for new-build 
gentrification especially the context of regional and national housing policies, subsidies and 
urban planning (Bernt & Holm 2005: 108) becomes increasingly significant. 
 
This thesis discusses what the current terms of reference for housing in Helsinki tell about the 
applicability of the conceptualization on new-build gentrification, and how this theory assists 
in understanding the local characteristics of the city of Helsinki. Although sharing many 
characteristics typical for postindustrial cities of the Global North such as the second 
demographic transition, changing economic structure and increasing immigration, socio-
economic differentiation in Helsinki has many highly context-bound characteristics 
(Vaattovaara & Kortteinen 2003). Applicability of current gentrification theory becomes 
topical, as a municipality starts to modify its housing production considering the lifestyle and 
housing preferences of certain classes (Rerat et al. 2010). In the Helsinki Metropolitan Area 
this neoliberal development has been exemplified in the struggle of the area's municipalities in 
attracting affluent tax payers from the upper-middle and higher income classes in order to 
secure the financing of the local welfare services (Vaattovaara et al. 2011: 65). State-led, or at 
the local level municipality-led gentrification, is the outcome of planning residential areas for 




1.1. Premise of the study 
Study interests linked to spatial manifestations of socio-economic differentiation and 
neighborhood change appear highly topical, for the largest urban area of Finland is growing 
rapidly. According to projections of moderate growth, the Greater Helsinki area will provide 
residence for nearly 140 000 inhabitants more in 2050 than in 2014. Projections simulating 
more rapid growth would estimate the increase to approximately 240 000 new inhabitants 
(Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2014c). The City of Helsinki is about to complete the 
planning process of the new City Plan juridically directing the municipality’s land use over the 
upcoming years. The following years will face challenges considering the ways Helsinki and 
its surroundings are able to grow and develop, which according to the recent draft for the City 
plan will take place in an increasingly urban manner (Helsingin kaupunkisuunnitteluvirasto 
2015). Especially the development of new housing has grown to be a topic of increased 
attention and importance, as the demand for housing increases with the growing residential 
base.  In 2010-2014 80 percent of population growth in Helsinki took place in residential 
dwellings completed in the same period of time (Helsingin tila ja kehitys 2015: 76).  With a 
growing demand for affordable housing, it becomes increasingly important where, how and 
for whom the new-build housing is planned for.  
 
Socio-economic differentiation and change of the population in Helsinki and in the 
Metropolitan Area have been subjects of diverse research overlapping study fields such as 
regional sciences, cultural geography, sociology and economics. Recent academic research on 
urban socio-economic differentiation has exposed nuanced structures of socio-economic 
change, such as ethnic segregation (Vilkama 2006, 2011), differentiation of public schools 
(Bernelius 2013) and the housing experiences of middle class residents in socio-economically 
disadvantaged neighborhoods (Vilkama & Vaattovaara 2015). Besides academic research, a 
wide range of general, statistically descriptive research on the Metropolitan Area exists and is 
mainly produced and updated by the city officials in the municipalities of the Metropolitan 
Area. Research discussing gentrification in the Finnish context, on the other hand, has not 
established a continual debate or a shared framework around the phenomenon. The few 
articles and publications focusing on the subject (notably Mäenpää 1991, 2011; Ilmavirta 
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2008a, 2008b) share a wide range of diverse definitions for gentrification, and in most cases 
do not further problematize the suitability of the predominant themes of the international 
literature for the local setting. Besides exploring the contemporary gentrification research in 
the local context, this thesis will briefly discuss the ways the concept of gentrification has been 
applied in describing processes of socio-economic upgrading in Finland. 
 
Gentrification, i.e. the socio-economic upgrading of a (residential) area has been a prominent 
study interest in urban sciences since the terms coinage in the 1960s. The body of literature 
discussing gentrification, its definition, effects and capacity as a process of urban change has 
grown to be large and interdisciplinary (Smith & Butler 2007). Gentrification can be 
approached for example by the terms of productivity and capital flows of the housing market 
(Smith 1979), changes in the predominant housing preferences (Ley 1996) or reproduction of 
certain aesthetics and lifestyles (Zukin 2008). The foci of the research are just as varied, be it 
the actors such as the new middle class and the gentrifiers (Ley 1996), the existing population 
of a gentrifying neighborhood at risk to be displaced (Slater 2006, 2010), or physical and 
structural factors such as the housing stock or the housing market (Smith 1979; Shaw 2005). 
Traditionally, theories explaining the origins of the gentrification process have been divided to 
two opposite groups of supply and demand based approaches. In the contemporary 
gentrification literature a demand for a more holistic and less dualistic approach has been 
increasingly voiced (Lees et al., 2008: xxii).  
 
In this thesis gentrification will be defined as a residential, housing related phenomenon with 
spatial outcomes strongly inflected by characteristics of the local context (such as housing 
policy, housing preferences, or urban socio-economic structure).  Further still, the main study 
interest is narrowed to a certain theme in the recent gentrification literature, new-build 
gentrification (from here on referred as NBG). As suggested by its name, NBG refers to a 
gentrification process that is set in motion as formerly industrial or vacant uninhabited spaces 
or areas are transformed into residential or commercial use for the needs of the gentrifying 
class. Unlike the more classic forms of gentrification, NBG does not include upgrading of the 




many aspects of the classic gentrification theory, the discourse surrounding NBG joins the 
discussion on conceptual definition of gentrification itself. 
 
This thesis follows the definition of NBG as presented by Mark Davidson and Loretta Lees in 
the articles New-build gentrification and London's riverside renaissance (2005), and New-
build gentrification: its histories, trajectories and critical geographies (2010). Basing their 
work on a case study on new-build residential developments in London's Docklands, 
arguments for the existence and conceptual demand for NBG have been summarized by the 
writers accordingly (Davidson & Lees 2005: 1169-1170): 
 
1) Socio-economic upgrading of the area - in-movers represent the urban new middle 
classes with higher income 
2) Capital is reinvested in disinvested urban areas which are often, but not necessarily 
brownfield sites 
3) A gentrified landscape or aesthetic is produced 
4) New-build gentrification causes  indirect or socio-cultural displacement 
 
The first argument on the socio-economic structure is essential for the definition of 
gentrification - even though the causal reasoning and ways of manifestation vary between 
differing definitions of gentrification, socio-economic upgrading of an area is a persisting 
perquisite for defining any form of gentrification. The second argument on the reinvestment of 
capital follows the first one in most cases by nature, as the incoming classes are in possession 
of higher income that could be invested in living in the area. The third and fourth arguments 
are linked to a variety of study themes on the nature and origin of gentrification, and could 
both provide a subject for a thesis on their own. Further analysis on these definitions requires 
more discussion on some key concepts and discourses of the gentrification literature, and will 
be returned to in the following chapters. 
 
In this thesis it is argued, that any discussion on a concept such as NBG with its origins in a 
highly local case study needs to be considered with particular attention to the local context 
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(see Clark 2005, Lees 2012; Maloutas 2012). Recently concerns have been voiced that 
although interest in the context-dependent dynamics of gentrification is growing, 
gentrification continues to be interpreted by Anglo-American context with specific and not 
universally translatable institutional arrangements (Hochstenbach 2014: 754). As discussed by 
Hochstenbach et al. (2014: 754), gentrification in the Anglo-American context is often 
expected to proceed as the gentrification stage model suggests (Clay 1979), in which groups 
with progressively higher income levels move to a neighborhood displacing lower-income 
residents. It is however proposed, that more regulated housing market complicates this process 
by allowing lower-income residents to move into gentrifying neighborhoods as a considerable 
amount of subsidized housing remains in the area (Hochstenbach et al 2014: 755; Teernstra 
2014: 997). International case studies have indicated that state intervention and housing 
market both contribute to the speed and reduction of gentrification's negative effects (Van 
Gent 2013) and consequently to the promotion of gentrification as a deliberately driven urban 
strategy (Badyina & Golubchikov 2005). In any way, the intervention of local housing policies 
and the contextual factors of the local housing market are bound to question, whether 
gentrification proceeds inevitably according to the gentrification stage model or if more 
independent and structural outcomes occur.  
 
Joining this discussion, this thesis aims to discuss the concept of NBG outside of its origin in 
the Anglo-American cultural sphere. In Helsinki persists a long tradition of housing policies 
supporting the development of a balanced housing structure with pre-set targets for the volume 
of new state subsidized and price regulated residential housing, and it is hypothesized here, 
that these characteristics of the local housing market create an equally local framework for the 
procession of gentrification. The premise of this thesis is formed by the conjunction of these 
two theoretical discussions in the gentrification literature. The main study interest aims to 
discuss in which ways the housing regulation in Helsinki redefines the local prerequisites for 
the existence and form of NBG. This question will be approached firstly by outlining the 
framework for the local housing market, and secondly by discussing the arguments for NBG 
as presented by Davidson and Lees (2005) in three case study districts in Helsinki. The 
empirical analysis continues this discussion, and will concentrate on exploring the first 
argument on the socio-economic structure of the new-build housing stock. 
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1.2. Structure of the study and the research area 
The context of Helsinki and partly the Helsinki Metropolitan Area will be discussed following 
a framework introduced by Vaattovaara and Kortteinen (2003: 2143) in relation to urban 
differentiation in the Helsinki Metropolitan Area. They suggest that "any sensible argument on 
the development of urban structures in times of globalization needs at least three different, but 
interrelated, conceptual specifications to be taken into account in the empirical analysis" 
which are here summarized as: 
  
 1) The historical point of departure and the historical legacy of the city 
 2) The present position of the city in the international ‘web’ of cities 
 3) The welfare regime and the system of local governance 
 
These aspects are mainly introduced in the subchapters discussing the housing policies, 
housing market and current literature on urban differentiation in Helsinki. For the purpose of 
this thesis the second specification is applied to discuss the position of Helsinki in relation to 
its main competitors in the market for affluent tax payers - the Greater Helsinki Area and more 
specifically the municipalities of the Helsinki Metropolitan Area. 
 
The second chapter presents leading theories of the contemporary literature on gentrification, 
and illuminates the concept of NBG and its connection to the characteristics of third-wave 
gentrification.  In this chapter the main theoretical background of the thesis will be outlined. 
The second chapter introduces the research questions and the methodology applied in the GIS-
based analysis on the socio-economic and demographic characteristics of the residents of new-
build developments. Two main sets of databases will be used in the quantitative analysis, the 
Grid Database by Statistics Finland (2013a) and the Database of the Monitoring System of 
Spatial Structure and Urban Form (the YKR Database) maintained by the Finnish 
Environmental Institute SYKE (2014). The fourth chapter will briefly discuss the wide body 
of literature on socio-economic differentiation in the context of the Helsinki Metropolitan 
Area, with a special consideration for research on housing preferences of the middle and high 
income groups and the existing literature on gentrification-related processes. In the following 
fifth chapter a fuller context of the research area will be established, and a look will be taken 
into the growth and current characteristics of the region, its housing stock and the prevailing 
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housing policies. Finally, the results of the quantitative analysis are presented in the sixth 




Figure 1.  A map of the research area - the city of Helsinki with its eight major statistical districts  
  (suurpiiri), the Southern, Central, Western, Northern, North-eastern, Eastern, South-eastern and 
  Östersundom major districts. The neighboring municipalities of Espoo,  Vantaa and Kauniainen 
  together form with Helsinki the Helsinki Metropolitan Area  
 
The area covered by the empirical part of this thesis is restricted to the city of Helsinki. In the 
chapters introducing the contextual setting of this study also the Helsinki Metropolitan Area 
formed by the municipalities of Helsinki, Espoo, Vantaa and Kauniainen is used as an 
indicator for the overall socio-economic development of the region when needed (Figure 1). 
The city of Helsinki has long grown over its borders, and in many cases focusing solely on 
Helsinki would provide a skewed perspective of the socio-economic changes at hand. 
Additionally, even when confined to municipality borders, the Helsinki Metropolitan Area is 
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comparable to the mental idea of “greater Helsinki” (Schulman 2000: 16), and is a commonly 
applied research area in the local literature. However, as the topic of this thesis is oriented to 
urban phenomena, the city of Helsinki as the urban core of the region is set as the main study 
interest. This definition allows a more focused look at the housing and planning policies 
exercised by the City of Helsinki and to the recent development of the city's housing 
construction. Within Helsinki, the sub-districts of Jätkäsaari, Kalasatama and Arabianranta are 
singled out as case-study areas. The location, scale and development of these areas fit the 
premise of beginning a discussion on NBG as discussed in chapters 5.5. and 5.6. For a spatial 





2. Introduction to the literature on new-build gentrification 
 
In the following chapter the origins, major tendencies and recent discourses of international 
gentrification literature are briefly discussed. The chapter continues by elaborating on the 
concept of NBG, its theoretical background and applicability on analyzing urban change 
through the lens of the gentrification literature. The following section provides an overview on 
the changing role of the gentrifier. The chapter concludes with a brief scrutiny on different 
methodological approaches and the challenges of operationalizing gentrification. 
 
Since the coinage of the term 1960s, a considerable body of gentrification literature has 
emerged. As a field of study, gentrification research has been one of the major themes in urban 
studies, also inducing interdisciplinary interest and a great body of adjoining literature. Within 
the scope of this thesis it is only possible to contemplate on a fraction of the most influential 
and subject-relevant literature. 
 
 
2.1. Gentrification as an evolving concept 
 
Around the world, the concept of gentrification is used to analyze transformations of urban 
socio-demographic structures. Gentrification touches a vast group of urban actors. On the 
residential scale, the phenomenon can be perceived from the agency of the gentrifiers, i.e. the 
new resident groups differing by socio-economic status or housing- and lifestyle preferences 
from the areal norm, or the existing population in the context of changing living environment 
both in the physical, social, and economic sense. The classical gentrification described by 
Ruth Glass (Glass 1964) is in many ways a narrower concept than what gentrification is 
understood to be within most of the contemporary literature, for it is restricted to old inner-city 
residential areas in the postindustrial cities of the Global North.  During the last decades it has 
become evident that gentrification is not only a process of socio-economic change but also a 
changing process, and thus open for new interpretations (Doucet 2014). When first 
conceptualized, it was related to the slowing growth of industrial metropolises in the post-
industrial era, and to the internal changes brought about by the cities’ shifting social structure 
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and economic change. These changes led to the social redistribution of residential areas and 
housing stock, one manifestation being the appropriation of formerly working-class areas by 
middle class gentrifiers  (Maloutas 2012: 36).  During the last decades, the framework for 
locally manifested urban demographic changes has greatly altered. Increasing urbanization, 
the second demographic transition, economic and cultural globalization accompanied with a 
shift to increasingly neoliberal policies in the Global North have redefined the ways 
gentrification manifests itself and consequently how it is being discussed.  Davidson (2011: 
1987) sees that over the last decade gentrification has undergone two independent crises, an 
ontological one over gentrification’s constitutive properties and a financial one caused by the 
recent economic recessions. 
 
If the gentrification discourse of the 1980s and the 1990s  was interested in the origin of the 
phenomenon and the juxtaposition of the consumption and production - or demand and supply 
- based theories encapsulated in the theoretically polarized views of David Ley (see 1996) and 
Neil Smith (for example 1979, 1996),  a majority of the contemporary discourse agrees that 
gentrification is an inclusive process influenced by both consumption and production patterns 
(Hamnett 1991, Rerat 2011), and is fascinated by the mutation of the phenomenon and the 
new locally diverse manifestations of it. The definition of the concept has been extended in 
recent years to include different processes of social upgrading and to incorporate diverse 
forms, actors and spaces (Slater et al. 2004, 2006). This geographical and conceptual 
expansion has witnessed the emergence of new ways to define gentrification. Besides 
households formed by the new urban middle class, other actors such as developers, public 
authorities and private-public partnerships have emerged as forces contributing to the 
initiation and progress of gentrification. Similarly the scope of the phenomenon has been 
expanded out from the inner city of the metropolis of the Global North - outside of the urban 
community structure in the form rural gentrification (Phillips 2004), out from the residential 
context as commercial gentrification (Zukin et al., 2009), and to newly developed, formerly 
industrial or vacant land areas in the form of NBG (Davidson & Lees, 2005, 2010). Even so 
called super-gentrification is claimed to occur, as a new wave of investments is directed to 
upper-middle-class, already once gentrified areas transforming them into more exclusive and 
expensive enclaves (Lees 2003).  The temporality of this conceptual expansion has been 
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analyzed for instance by Hackworth and Smith (2001) in their thesis on the mutation of 
gentrification in relation to larger economic and political restructuring.  According to the 
writers, three distinct phases can be observed in the spread and progression of gentrification, 
each defined with specific dynamics, actors and outcomes.  For example, the latest1, third 
wave of gentrification is characterized by a growing role of governmental support, developer-
led processes and extension outside of the inner-city area (Hackworth & Smith 2001: 466-
468).  In general, third-wave - or post-recession - gentrification describes the newly emerged 
variety and scale of gentrification, strongly resonating with Neil Smith’s claim of 
gentrification as a globally practiced urban strategy (Smith 2002). Although profusely based 
on their observations concerning New York, Hackworth and Smith argue that their thesis has 
wider applicability explaining the changing nature of gentrification in varying contexts. As 
Lees (2003: 2490) notes, the emergence of new forms of gentrification means the extension of 
the phenomenon, not change of its content. Gentrification in its most classic and traditional 
forms is still bound to take place, additionally accompanied with and in relation to other forms 
of urban change, might those be classified under the gentrification terminology or not. 
 
As described also by Hackworth and Smith, contemporary forms of gentrification are 
increasingly associated with state- or developer led accommodations of residential space 
(Smith 2002; Slater 2004). Gentrification is generally seen to have moved beyond the classical 
gentrification with individual households as its main actors, and is perceived as a part of a 
much larger class remake of the urban environment (Doucet et al. 2011: 1438). Upgrading of 
the existing, rundown housing stock is no more a prerequisite for the process, for also newly 
build developments of different scales such as residential areas (Davidson & Lees 2005, 
2010), or grander urban renewal or regeneration projects (Fainstein 2008). These types of 
developments have been seen as part of the gentrification process for their connection to the 
upward class transformation of urban space. Gentrification, as observed in the Anglo-
American urban sphere, has had a longstanding and often symbiotic relationship with public 
policy (Lees & Ley 2008: 2379). Extending Hackworth and Smith's thesis on the third-wave 
of gentrification, Cameron and Coafee (2005: 39) further suggest that a whole new model of 
                                                          
1 Although according to Lees et al. (2008: 173-185) the early 2000s marked the transition to the fourth wave of 
gentrification, which is characterized by close integration of local gentrification with national and global capital 
markets, and increasing amount of state policies encouraging gentrification. 
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gentrification can be recognized where "the main driver of gentrification is ‘public policy’ 
seeking to use ‘positive’ gentrification as an engine of urban renaissance". With increasingly 
neoliberal urban policies, it has been claimed that the role of the municipality has in many 
Western European countries begin to remind that of an entrepreneur or a developer (Harvey 
1989). When it comes to urban policy, the application of gentrification as a policy tool in order 
to attract higher income residents is distancing the political will from local housing policies 
and tenure regulation as a means of wealth distribution. The change from social objectives 
towards growth oriented policies has been claimed to further social polarization (Swyngedouw 
et al. 2002), and thus enable also spatial differentiation in the socio-economic urban structure. 
Following a categorization by Shaw (2008: 2637), the ways urban policies relate to 
gentrification are threefold; they can be directly used to drive gentrification, they may strive 
for a more "positive" gentrification while leading to displacement or exclusion, and 
theoretically, with the right political will, to stop gentrification. 
 
Concepts like Richard Florida's (2002) creative class have affected the way cities and 
municipalities want to market and promote themselves. With the overall rise in standard of 
living, housing has become more a way of consumption and self-expression than a necessity. 
Cities are competing to attract wealthier tax payers, and this competition determines to whom 
the urban environment is being designed for - the current residents or a desired resident base. 
Gentrified spaces and neighborhoods are presented as exciting, livable and attractive areas of 
the city, capable to compete in the domestic and international competition in attracting higher 
income residents with urban-seeking housing and lifestyle preferences. Concerns have been 
voiced that neoliberal urban policies encouraging gentrification transfer between cities without 
further consideration for the local context and socio cultural characteristics, as "gentrification 
blueprints" contributing to the growth of the creative sector and renaissance of the urban 
environment and lifestyle (Lees 2012: 160, Peck 2010; Wyly & Hammel 2008: 2646-2647). 
Similarly the term gentrification - although often renamed as revitalization, regeneration or 
urban renaissance - has been claimed to have lost its negative connotation outside of (Lees & 
Ley 2008; Lees 2012) and even within the academic research (Slater 2006). Acknowledging 
the possible role of state- or municipality-led or -supported policies on enforcing the creation 
of gentrified urban space is essential for the definition of NBG. Rather than upgrading existing 
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neighborhoods, NBG is a "policy choice centered on attracting and retaining footloose affluent 
households" (Doucet et al. 2011: 1450). 
 
The recent conceptual expansion of the term gentrification has also been considered disruptive 
for its utility as a definition of certain changes of the urban environment (Boddy 2007; 
Maloutas 2012). Criticism does not deny the importance of new, gentrification related study 
interests, but questions the benefits of joining these under the gentrification terminology. 
Thomas Maloutas claims that 
 
“…gentrification is a mid-range concept, highly dependent on contextual 
causality, and the effort to simplify its definition and broaden its applicability 
does not remove its original contextual attachment to the Anglo-American 
metropolis” (Maloutas 2012: 34). 
 
Maloutas further argues that the spatiotemporal stretching of the definition of gentrification is 
not liberating the term from restrictive contextual frame, but instead reducing its conceptual 
clarity and theoretical rigor. Unnecessary stretching in the process of reconceptualizing 
gentrification is feared to diminish the meaning of the term from a definition of processes of 
urban change into the level of a metaphor (Boddy 2007: 103). Furthermore, looking for 
gentrification in different contexts might change the emphasis from researching causal 
mechanisms and processes into searching for similar outcomes in varied contexts (Maloutas 
2012: 38-39), which misses the diversity of local mechanisms and processes contributing to 
any form of gentrification. 
 
 
2.2. Gentrification-related displacement 
 
One of the ongoing debates concerning the very nature of gentrification has circled around the 
question of displacement of the lower income residents of an area by the gentrifying group of 
middle-class residents. The role of displacement as a social phenomenon related to the 
gentrification process has been recognized amongst the field of contemporary gentrification 
research, but whether the two form a causal relation (as suggested by Slater 2009, 2010) or 
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relate as differing parts in a wider process of demographic restructuring and transition (for 
example Hamnett 2003, 2009 2010) divides the research. The relation between displacement 
and gentrification remains a politically sensitive question, for acknowledging a causal relation 
would strongly challenge the popular and widespread urban policies relying on the positive 
effects of social mixing. The debate concerning the relation of gentrification and displacement 
is closely linked to the divergent opinions on the very essence and origin of what is defined as 
gentrification. This discussion is exemplified by the debate between theories on supporting the 
causality between gentrification and displacement (Slater 2009, 2010), and an understanding 
of what appears to be displacement as a result of a more nuanced rearrangement of the society 
(Hamnett 2009, 2010). According to Hamnett (2003: 2419), although displacement 
occasionally has a direct causal link to gentrification, the reduction of the working-class 
population is a result of a wider set of causes than just gentrification. When analyzed on the 
grounds of these wider demographic changes, the process of lower income class displacement 
could instead be seen as one of a larger class replacement. 
 
The empirical part of this thesis does not attempt to measure gentrification-related 
displacement, for many methodological challenges rise in its operationalization (Slater 2006: 
748; Atkinson 2000: 163). Displacement is hard to measure using registry data, as most of the 
existing government housing databases do not provide enough information to locate 
displacement (Wyly et al. 2010: 2603). Applied methods vary from comparative analysis of 
residential mobility amongst the disadvantaged households in gentrifying areas and other parts 
of the city (Freeman & Braconi 2004: 42) to a mixed approach combining the quantitative 
analysis with resident interviews (Wyly et al. 2010). When displacement is studied, the main 
interest faces the displaced group of possibly long term low-income groups (Slater 2006: 742), 
whereas in literature on NBG generally and in this thesis the focus of the empiric analysis lays 
in the socio-economic structure of the in-moving (and possibly gentrifying) groups. The issue 
of gentrification-related displacement will nevertheless be discussed here, as the concepts of 
indirect displacement and displacement pressure are applied to verify the existence of NBG.   
 
Encouraged by state supported policies or not, gentrification is bound to increase social 
diversity as the first gentrifiers start to settle in the area (Freeman 2009: 2081), and this phase 
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of mixed coexistence of working- and middle classes appears to be the status quo, policies of 
social mixing continue to pursue. Gentrification, however, is an active process and thus rarely 
fully controllable for those hoping to benefit from the positive effects without the negative 
ones. Increased socio-economic diversity is characteristic for the start of the process, but as the 
amount of gentrifiers gradually increases, it would be easy to assume that the availability of 
housing for long term low-income residents decreases, narrowing their possibilities to remain 
in the neighborhood. In the case such direct displacement occurs, diversity of the 
neighborhood now dominated by the gentrifying class is again reduced, and it becomes 
evident that state supported gentrification is not the appropriate practice to advocate policies 
of social mixing. Alternatively, assuming that gentrification is an inevitable course of 
development controlled by market and economic factors as the rent gap theory suggests 
(Smith 1984: 464), the question how gentrification and related phenomena such as 
displacement should be approached arises. Proposed approaches vary from management and 
carefully considered pursue of the gentrification process (Freeman & Braconi 2004: 51) to 
more or less full resistance against its implications (Slater 2006). Approaches either 
emphasizing the claimed negative or positive effects of gentrification often appear to be 
closely linked to views acknowledging or questioning gentrifications relation to displacement 
of the low-income groups. Displacement itself, once its existence is recognized, is generally 
deemed harmful for social well-being and cohesion (Lees 2008: 2457, 2012: 164; Slater 2006: 
747; Wyly et al. 2010: 2603). 
 
A highly insightful and often cited view into conceptualizing the nature of displacement has 
been proposed by Peter Marcuse (1985: 204-207), who defines four different forms of 
gentrification-induced displacement. As for example summarized by Slater (2009: 303) and to 
slightly lesser extent by Atkinson (2000: 150-151), who doesn’t include the definition of 
displacement pressure, Marcuse identifies four types of direct and indirect displacement. The 
concept of direct displacement suggests that a resident is forced to move out of the housing 
unit it currently occupies. Direct last-resident displacement refers to the commonly 
acknowledged form of displacement, where the tenant is forced to move out due to economic 
or physical pressures, for example an increase in the rent beyond the tenant’s ability to pay. As 
a supplement to the first definition, the concept of direct chain displacement also includes the 
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tenants who have been forced to move out due to similar reasons prior to the culmination point 
of last-resident displacement. As the forms of indirect displacement, Marcuse identifies two 
ways in which low-income groups might be excluded and displaced from an area without the 
actual act of moving out from a neighborhood. First, exclusionary displacement refers to the 
reduced amount of affordable housing for low-income groups in the gentrifying areas, thus 
limiting their options for place of residence. While caused by the normal movement of 
households in a housing market, exclusionary displacement prevents households of lower 
income to live where they might have otherwise opted to settle. Displacement pressure, on the 
other hand, explains the situation of low-income groups in a gentrifying area struggling to 
adjust to the social and economic changes. Although it might later lead into direct 
displacement, displacement pressure is to be considered as a form of displacement in itself and 
not restrictedly as a preliminary stage of other, more physical forms of displacement such as 
direct last-resident displacement.  
 
Many researchers do recognize that while gentrification displaces people, this is not 
necessarily always the case, and that displacement forms and important contingent relation to 
gentrification instead of a fundamental one (Atkinson 2000: 150; Wyly et al. 2010: 2603). 
After all, changes in the economic and social surroundings of a person are only one of many 
components forming the final decision to change one’s place of residence, and the moving 
decisions of many fall somewhere between free choice and no choice at all (Wyly et al. 2010: 
2603). Also the relevance of displacement pressure as an indirect form of displacement has 
been established, although often vaguely referred to as a possible outcome instead of an actual 
definition of lower-class displacement. Another tangible example of how the notion of indirect 
displacement has influenced gentrification research could be found in recently emerged study-
interest towards NBG.  
 
 
2.3. New-build gentrification 
 
NBG has emerged as a scientific concept only during the last few decades, although the idea 
of gentrification extending further than the existing building stock has been addressed 
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repeatedly over the conceptual broadening and boundary seeking of gentrification. Particularly 
the work of Mark Davidson and Loretta Lees (2005, 2010) concerning the urban changes on  
London's  formerly industrial riverside areas and argumentation for the phenomenon's 
existence have bound the concept to many branches of contemporary literature on 
gentrification.  Accompanied with supporting research and several international comparison 
points, the concept of NBG has become one of the more established forms of third-wave 
gentrification. Davidson and Lees argue that the economic, cultural, social and political 
environment where gentrification operates has changed over the last decades, and that actual 
processes of gentrification have changed accordingly (2005: 1165).  
 
Davidson and Lees claim that processes of socio-economic change categorized as 
gentrification may take place not only in existing housing, but also in new-build housing stock 
on vacant, disinvested sites, such as brownfield sites or other former industrial areas. 
According to them, processes of urban change described by NBG are exemplary for the 
present era of third-wave, ‘post-recession’ gentrification (see Hackworth & Smith 2001), 
characterized by greater variety in form and emphasis on new actors and spatial outcomes. 
The writers argue  
 
“…that despite the different character of new-build developments there are striking 
parallels between those developments and previous waves of gentrification, such that 
new-build developments can, and should, be identified as landscapes or as forms of 
gentrification” (Davidson & Lees  2005:  1166-1167). 
 
As a case study speaking for their conceptualization Davidson and Lees present the 
development and transformation of the riverside Docklands in London, UK. They analyze 
both the policy discourse surrounding the development project and the reality of its execution 
and the new socio-economic reality of the area, and argue that the political rhetoric promoting 
social cohesion and diversity does not correspond to the area's observed development (2005: 
1172-1174). According to this case study, the Docklands area has been primarily developed to 
fulfill the housing need of affluent income classes and led to gentrification-induced social 
change, which is negatively manifested as the displacement of low-income groups (2005: 
1186). The process of gentrification is thus initiated by developers, contrasting how the 
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capital deployment processes of gentrification have changed between traditional and new-
build landscapes (Davidson & Lees 2005: 1169; also Davidson 2007). Davidson and Lees 
(2005, 2010) acknowledge the contradiction between gentrification-related displacement of 
less well-off residents and the definition of NBG.  As new-build development primarily takes 
place on abandoned or vacant land or brown field sites of varying extent, no significant 
amount of residents is required to move residence to enable the construction of new housing. 
As it follows, displacement in its most direct form is not involved in the process. The question 
on whether the existence of direct displacement is a prerequisite for gentrification remains 
under debate, and is one of the main arguments against the concept of NBG. The consensus 
on the matter would appear to define displacement as a possible and related phenomenon 
instead of a requirement. According to Davidson and Lees (2005, 2010) and Davidson (2008), 
the confluence of NBG and related displacement lays in the complexity of displacement. The 
writers draw on Peter Marcuse's (1985) conceptualization on four different types of 
displacement, and conclude that despite the lack of direct last-resident or direct chain 
displacement, exclusionary displacement and displacement pressure might occur as well on 
newly developed areas as in older neighborhoods. 
 
As presented in the introduction of this thesis, Davidson and Lees (2005: 1169-1170) 
determine four main arguments for the existence of NBG. Firstly, socio-economic upgrading 
of the area takes place when the in-movers represent the new urban middle classes. 
Consequently, capital is reinvested in disinvested vacant urban areas, that are often, but not 
necessarily brown field sites. Furthermore, a gentrified landscape or aesthetic is produced, and 
as already discussed, the process leads to indirect or socio-cultural displacement. The first 
argument will be discussed in more detail concerning the operationalizing of gentrification, 
and the last argument joins the discussion on the complexity of displacement. As for the 
second argument for NBG, in classic gentrification capital is reinvested in disinvested housing 
stock by the pioneering gentrifiers subsequently inhabiting the renovated properties. In the 
case of NBG the flow of capital is more complex - it is first invested by the developers and 
only secondly by the new residents. According to Davidson and Lees the spatial outcome is 
nevertheless the same - disinvested areas enjoy a stream of new economic investments and the 
socio-economic outcome bears resemblance to more classic forms of gentrification. (2005: 
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1169). They further argue that in order to attract the income classes with capacity of investing 
capital to new, unregulated housing, new-build areas are developed for the cultural and 
lifestyle needs of the named classes. This forms the precondition for the third argument on 
production of gentrified landscape and associated aesthetics. 
 
This cultural side of gentrification research is discussed in length notably in the work of 
Sharon Zukin (for instance 1987; Zukin et al. 2009), who identifies the aesthetic component of 
gentrification to be the artistic and creative lifestyle sought by the new middle classes. 
Ironically, the accommodation and economic valorization of these aesthetics often displaces or 
dissipates the actors or characteristics whose presence in the first place initiated the 
gentrification process (Zukin 2008). Strongly linked to the discussion on the demand and 
consumption oriented theories on the causal reasons of gentrification (see Ley 1996), the 
concept of certain gentrification specific aesthetics appears relevant through the developer or 
city-led reproduction in the construction and marketing of new build residential areas. Actors 
and locations related to NBG differ from those traditionally attached to gentrification - as do 
the socio-spatial dynamics. The element of “pioneering” gentrifiers renovating old, rundown 
housing stock with specific cultural, social and lifestyle preferences is not present in NBG. On 
the contrary, aesthetics associated with classic gentrification such as old housing stock, traces 
of industrial history and a rugged and laidback aura of a neighborhood are carefully 
manufactured and designed to increase the appeal of new housing. Such cultural capital is 
converted into economic capital as gentrification proceeds (Ley 2003).  The aesthetic aspect of 
NBG in the London riverfront development areas is further discussed by Davidson (2007), 
who claims that in these areas the aesthetic preferences of the gentrifying groups have been 
manifested as the development of "global style" for "global people". This representation 
differs from the industrial and artistic aesthetics discussed by Zukin (1987, 2008), and is a 
highly context-bound outcome of a housing market of a global city. Still, Davidson sees this 
aesthetic aspect to contribute to the definition of NBG in the area, as it "results in a significant 






The concept of NBG has found its place in the international literature, and has been discussed 
in diverse contexts and international settings - also outside of the US and the UK. Kern (2010), 
for example, discusses women's exclusion from the housing market in relation to neoliberal 
redevelopment agendas in Toronto - thus allocating the gentrification related forms of 
displacement to a specific group. In the European case studies the significance of the local 
context is often stretched. In a study on processes of NBG in the Swiss cities of Zurich and 
Neuchâtel (Rerat et al. 2010), the writers emphasize the importance of understanding the local 
characteristics of the real-estate market, the housing stock and differences in the legislation 
dealing with housing. They conclude that in Switzerland new build gentrification is a process 
led by capital - the high status of new residential developments is partly explained by the price 
of the land, high building standards and additional costs related to urban areas (Rerat et al. 
2010: 440). Similar development is observed in Auckland, New Zealand  (Murphy 2008), 
where the development of  new-build residential areas in former waterfront industrial areas 
has experienced third-wave, NBG," embodying  many processes reflective of the increasingly 
mutating nature of gentrification" (Murphy 2008: 2537). In the context of newly build 
waterfront residential areas in Glasgow, the UK and in Rotterdam, the Netherlands, the 
political will to increase the amount of affluent residents in the named cities has resulted 
directly in creation of  gentrified spaces appealing to these groups (Doucet et al. 2011). 
 
 
2.4. Criticism towards the concept of new-build gentrification 
 
Leading arguments against NBG echo the same reasoning as arguments for it, and demonstrate 
that the problematic aspects of NBG culminate in the basic definition of gentrification. Firstly, 
the issue of gentrification-related displacement problematizes the argument for NBG, as it 
does in some extent the definition of more classic forms of gentrification. Furthermore, no 
restoration of existing housing stock by the new residents is included in the process. NBG also 
represents a different version of urban living than more classic forms of gentrification, with 





A well-cited opponent of the concept of NBG, Martin Boddy, argues in his article Designer 
neighborhoods: new-build residential development in nonmetropolitan UK cities - the case of 
Bristol (2007) against the utility of the concept in spirit of his prior work (Lambert & Boddy 
2002, cit. Davidson and Lees 2005). Referring to NBG  as presented in Davidson and Lees' 
observations on the development of the London riverside, Boddy (2007: 86) argues that the 
use of the term gentrification - although used to describe a complex set of processes which is 
important to understand -  stretches the term beyond its meaning. Boddy does not demand for 
gentrification to be defined by the classical terms, but argues that  
 
"…processes of urban change mutate over time and conceptual approaches and 
definitions must recognize and account for such a change. It is important, however, 
to question whether the concept, and what it conveys, may have been stretched 
beyond the point at which it remains useful and credible as a means of understanding 
the process at work." (Boddy 2007: 98).   
 
As for the defining characteristics of NBG as presented by Davidson and Lees (2005: 1169-
1170) and presented in the first chapter of this thesis, Boddy (2007: 99) criticizes that no clear 
indication has been given on which characteristic or which combinations of them the authors 
deem necessary to define gentrification. He finds the relation between the required socio-
economic upgrading of an area and the associated forms of displacement especially 
problematic, for the first may be detect as a shifting socio-economic structure without any 
indications on the latter. Boddy does acknowledge that in theory the mechanism of indirect 
displacement appears plausible. Indirect forms of displacement could occur in residential areas 
next to or in direct contact with newly developed areas, if the upgrading of the formerly vacant 
area led to higher than average increase in the housing prices of the adjacent areas.  
Proceeding with time, this process could make the area unaffordable for lower-income 
residents who might have otherwise remained in the area (2007: 100). Acknowledging the 
conceptualizing of different types of gentrification-related displacement by Marcuse (1986), 
Boddy notes how they were originally meant to refer exclusively to existing residential areas 
(2007: 99, footnote), and are thereby misused outside of their original context when arguing 
for NBG. To Boddy the concept of indirect displacement loses its validity with the difficulty 
of operationalizing and demonstrating the causality between new-build developments and the 
22 
 
increase of housing prices in the adjacent areas. Referring to his case study on Bristol, Boddy 
argues that in the inner-city, where the vacant land is profitable enough to develop, the 
existing housing stock has already undergone or is affected by a "traditional" gentrification 
process of its own. Thus it remains highly challenging to tell apart the effects of continuous 
gentrification from those caused by new-build development on neighboring areas. For Boddy, 
attributing the socio-economic change in the named areas to the upgrading effect of adjacent 
new-build areas is a major methodological flaw in the work of Davidson and Lees looking for 
evidence of NBG in the London waterfront area. As for the concept of exclusionary 
displacement (see Marcuse 1986), Boddy claims that new-build residential developments not 
being affordable for all income groups can be attributed to general tendencies in the housing 
market and affordability, and should not be misleadingly perceived as gentrification-related 
displacement (Boddy 2007: 100-101). 
 
Answering to criticism on the notion that new-build developments could be categorized as a 
cause of gentrification (especially Lambert & Boddy 2002, cit. Davidson and Lees 2005: 
1166) is one of the starting points Davidson and Lees' conceptualization on the NBG. The 
discussion on the unnecessary conceptual stretching of the term gentrification has not been 
missed by Davidson and Lees, who conclude that they realize there is "a considerable risk of 
undermining the usefulness and distinction" of the term by encompassing varied mutations 
under it, but "that is, however, a risk that we must take." (2005: 1168). In their following 
article the writers respond straight to the critique by Boddy (2007), and argue that he 
"simplifies and under-theorizes" displacement, and undermines its importance by calling the 
process they understand as NBG reurbanisation (Davidsson & Lees 2010: 398-399). 
 
Commenting both on the work of Davidson and Lees (2005) and Boddy (2007), Butler (2007) 
argues that the process they respectively call NBG or reurbanisation shares in fact more 
similarities with suburbanization than gentrification. Also using the development of the 
Docklands in London as his point of reference, Butler further notes that both the concepts of 
gentrification and suburbanization might not fully capture the nature of this area, and suggest 
that the concept of new urbanism might better describe its essence (2007:761-763).  Some 
other recent addresses on NBG acknowledge the concept, but ask for a more nuanced 
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discussion on new-build high-end developments where the matter is discussed freely without 
relation to the conceptual argument for the mutation of gentrification  According to Marquardt 
et al. (2013: 1553), 
 
"the conceptions of urbanity brought forth by new-build luxury housing must not be 
dismissed as ideological supplements to a process of restructuring that would go on 
anyway. Rather, they are elements of urban governance, realized through the shape 
and design of the new housing products". 
 
Finally, NBG does not differ from more classical forms of gentrification in the sense that most 
of the theory building research is concentrated in the Anglo-American cultural sphere (Buzar 
2007: 64; Rerat et al. 2010: 432; Maloutas 2012: 34). The discourse on NBG has been 
especially UK-centric (Davidson & Lees 2005, 2010; Davidson 2007; Boddy 2007 Bridge 
2006), and following the work of Davidson and Lees particularly interested in the case of 
London's riverside development.  Although they recognize the need for context in its use, 
since Davidson and Lees' aim to introduce a concept with universal applicability, the origin of 
the empirical support should be closely scrutinized. As further exemplified by Davidson 
(2007), the ways NBG manifests itself in the riverside development areas of London are in 
close connection to the city's role as a remarkable global node. This local context has further 
led Davidson to argue for the relationship between gentrification and globalization by 
claiming that gentrification has become a "colonizing force", and that "certain gentrification-
related identities are seen to have become globally mobile forces" (2007: 491).This highly 
local setting, on the other hand, has not been to such an extent discussed in Davidson and 
Lees' work providing the conceptual definition for NBG (2005, 2010). 
 
 
2.5. Operationalising gentrification and methodological challenges 
 
As demonstrated in the debates on NBG and gentrification-related displacement, many of the 
dividing issues of the current discourses culminate in questions of definition and 
operationalizing.  No consensus exists on how displacement should be determined or 
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measured, or whether the gentrifiers and the so called new middle class may be determined by 
basic socio-economic and demographic indicators or only by the use of more qualitative 
methods.  
 
Traditionally, supporters of the consumption side theories determine gentrification as the 
outcome of choices made by individual people (Ley, 1996), and the supporters of the 
production side theories (Smith, 1979) suggest that residents housing decisions are a response 
to the cyclical investment and disinvestment of capital. In the nature of a more holistic 
understanding of the causes of gentrification, Rerat (2011: 223) argues that housing choice 
should be considered as the result of both of these views, as it brings together aspirations 
understood in more humanistic and constraints understood in more deterministic ways. This is 
also the premise for how changes in the urban socio-economic structure (and consequently 
also forms of gentrification) are understood to come about in the context of this thesis - 
households are understood to have the freedom of pursuing their aspirations in the framework 
of both the opportunities and constraints of the housing market. 
 
The empirical part of this thesis attempts to analyze the socio-economic and demographic 
structure of the residential population in new-build housing in relation to the first argument for 
NBG by Davidson and Lees (2005) - that a socio-economic upgrading of the area is taking 
place, with in-movers representing the affluent urban new middle classes. Operationalizing 
this statement calls for a further definition of the concept of "the new middle class" and the 
socio-economic and demographic qualities associated with the gentrifying class. The 
archetypical gentrifier has been identified for example by Ley (1996), who defines the group 
to consist of  small and often childless households, highly educated, middle-class, primarily 
under 35 years of age and working mainly in the professional, administrative, technical and 
managerial occupations (comparative in the widest definition to the occupations of the 
creative class by Florida, 2002). Residents related to NBG have been observed to be generally 
older than the gentrifiers in more classic forms of gentrification, (Rerat 2011: 233). This might 
be explained by the characteristics of NBG, where "households tend to possess greater 
economic resources and to be more "established" (Rerat 2011: 233). The complexity of this 
definition is to some extent dismissed by Davidson and Lees (2005), who in order to describe 
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the socio-economic change in the London's Docklands area analyze primarily changes in the 
occupational structure of the research area through census data and field surveys. Their 
analysis is based on a gentrifier and displacee proxy from Atkinson (2000), whose analytical 
framework further includes also variables of tenure status, ethnicity, share of unemployment 
and lone parents. In both studies the age-variable has been excluded. In the empirical part of 
Davidson and Lees study, analysis of changes between different income groups has been 
included in the variable of the occupational structure as different occupational groups have 
been assigned a respective income category. 
 
Determining the socio-economic change related to NBG is even more challenging than 
concerning gentrification in existing housing stock. Firstly, the socio-economic structure of 
the in movers is bound to differ from that of residents of older housing stock. Regardless of 
the economic status of an area (and not considering specialized student or pensioner 
residences), new-build housing tends to attract a high proportion of young families with 
children (Laakso & Loikkanen 1997: 136). This is to be considered when age is used as an 
indicator pointing towards the archetypical gentrifier, young adult entering or  fastening 







3.1. Research questions 
 
The previous chapters have introduced the concept of NBG with its origins, position in the 
contemporary gentrification literature and its main criticism. From this discussion the 
following research question emerges:  
 
 How do the local contextual factors, such as housing policy, housing market and the 
housing stock in Helsinki define the local prerequisites for the existence and form of 
NBG as defined by the critical gentrification research perspective (for instance 
Davidson and Lees 2005, 2010; Davidson 2007, Lees et al. 2008; Doucet 2011)? 
Following this interest towards the structural processes of NBG, it becomes similarly 
interesting to analyze its existence in the new-build residential areas of Helsinki. The 
empirical part of this thesis will be conducted by quantitative, GIS-based research methods, 
and together with the adjoining discussion on the local contextual setting as proposed by 
Vaattovaara and Kortteinen (2003: 2143; see chapter 2.1.)  in the following chapter aims to 
answer to the second research question: 
 
 To what extent (if any) can the development of the three case study areas be described 
as NBG as defined by the critical gentrification research perspective? 
Finally, to join this discussion on the conceptual definition of NBG, the third research question 
is set as it follows: 
 
 What does the conceptual framework of NBG in Helsinki tell about the general 
applicability of the concept of NBG? 
These research questions are set with an interest to understand both the theoretical 
applicability of the concept of NBG, and the general ways gentrification can be discussed in 
the local framework of Helsinki and the Helsinki Metropolitan Area. The aim of these 
research questions is not only to prove or disprove this phenomena's existence, but to explore 
its general applicability. Hopefully this perspective is able to offer some new ways to structure 
the changing framework of housing and the adjoining political strategies. 
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3.2. Data sources 
 
Following the argument for NBG as proposed by Davidson and Lees (2005), the empirical 
part of this thesis analyzes the socio-economic position of the population residing in new-build 
housing.  Davidson and Lees suggest, that NBG is characterized by an in-moving population 
with higher income levels than the district’s existing population and who represent the new 
urban middle and higher classes (2005: 1169). These characteristics will be operationalized in 
a GIS-based analysis with indicators on income level, age structure and level of education in 
Helsinki. It is worth noting that these parameters do not itself indicate the existence of NBG, 
but are to be interpreted in conjunction with the remaining indicators for NBG (see subchapter 
1.1.) and the local conceptual setting (following Vaattovaara & Kortteinen 2003). Besides the 
analysis of the socio-economic structure of all the new-build areas reachable by the used 
databases, a more specific look will be taken into the current residential base of the Jätkäsaari, 
Kalasatama and Arabianranta neighborhoods determined by the areas of their respective sub-
districts. Considering their scale, location in the urban structure and the scale of the current 
development projects these areas bear the closest resemblance to the case study area presented 
by Davidson and Lees (2005). 
 
In Helsinki, there are several possibilities concerning the scale and definition of analyzing the 
spatial distribution of socio-economic variables. Gentrification, as any urban socio-economic 
or demographic change, is detectable on several different scales, varying from full 
neighborhoods to individual buildings or dwellings. Although statistical districts might be 
associated with certain characteristic or stigmas affecting residents' decisions to settle in the 
area, socio-economic change is more likely to follow physical boundaries of the urban fabric 
than statistical ones. Furthermore, in Helsinki and in the Metropolitan Area individual 
neighborhoods can be relatively heterogeneous by nature, which calls for a smaller spatial unit 
to elaborate on the internal diversity (Kortteinen et al. 2005b: 477). In order to attain the most 
detailed scale available and to see past the neighborhood and statistical borders, the analysis is 
based on data presented in a 250 meters time 250 meters grid covering the municipal area of 
Helsinki. Comparing spatial development and differences in statistical ratios, it is important to 
bear in mind that ratios based on mean values alter between different spatial levels. Areas with 
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a larger population tend to be internally more diverse, thus reducing the difference in 
comparison to other areas. The smaller the areal unit is, the stronger differences between 
spatial units grow (Vilkama et al. 2014: 18). 
 
Two main sets of databases have been utilized for the quantitative analysis on the chosen 
socio-economic and demographic factors, the Grid Database by Statistics Finland 
(ruututietokanta), and the Database of the Monitoring System of Spatial Structure and Urban 
Form (yhdyskuntarakenteen seurantajärjestelmän ruututietoaineisto) - from now on referred 
as the YKR Database - maintained by the Finnish Environmental Institute SYKE. Both are 
GIS databases containing statistical data with spatial reference to a grid covering the Finnish 
territory. Both databases are updated annually and feature continuous data groups reaching to 
the 1990s and 1980s. The YKR Database - the database of the Monitoring System of Spatial 
Structure and Urban Form - is a well applicable and regularly used tool in regional planning 
and research in Finland. The GIS-based data has been developed to trace and analyze long-
term changes in the community structure. Both databases include several different scales to 
meet up diverse research and planning demands. On a municipality scale, the most detailed, 
250 meters by 250 meters grid size provides the most suitable accuracy, each grid cell thus 
covering an area of approximately 6.25 hectares.  
 
Additionally a municipal register database on completed buildings by the Real Estate 
Department and the Building Control Department of the City of Helsinki (City of Helsinki 
2015) has been utilized in determining a suitable selection of cells from the databases. Besides 
offering a spatial reference in both polygon and point form, the database also provides 
technical and characterizing information on buildings within the municipality borders of 
Helsinki, such as the year of construction, gross floor area and type of building.  The database 








3.3. Research methods 
 
3.3.1. GIS-analysis   
As already described, the YKR Database and the Grid Database contain suitable indicators and 
scale for exploring the socio-economic characteristics posed by the research question. 
However, these databases do not provide sufficient information on the age of the building 
stock. The structures of the databases do not allow cross tabulation within the areal unit (the 
grid cell), which makes it impossible to separate for example housing in apartment buildings 
constructed within a given period of time from detached housing from the same construction 
period. In order to overcome these limitations, the Municipal Register Database was used to 
define a suitable selection of YKR Database and Grid Database cells from the overall selection 
of cells covering the area of Helsinki. The mutual grid layer used in visualizing both the YKR 
Database and the Grid Database was set in the same projection as the municipal register 
database, and cells containing new-build residential buildings were chosen for the analysis. As 
will be discussed in chapter 5.5., the concept of "new-build" is within this thesis defined to 
cover constructions completed within the most recent decade. As some of the indicators 
chosen for the analysis are only available until the end of the year 2011, the chosen definition 
of new-build includes constructions completed in the period of 2002-2011. For consistency in 
defining the new-build areas, the year 2002 is the chosen starting point also for indicators 
available from more recent years. Additionally, the following criteria is applied for the 
selection of the grid cells: 
 
1) Only cells with the amount of new-build housing stock forming more than 75 percent 
of the total gross floor area in residential use have been chosen. The total residential 
floor area of a cell has been calculated by summarizing the gross floor areas of all 
buildings with their center points situated within the cell. 
 
2) Buildings overlapping several cells have been counted in the cell containing their 






3) The analysis has been restricted to the land area of the city of Helsinki. The 
development areas of Kalasatama and Jätkäsaari and the newly completed district of 
Arabianranta were singled out for comparative purposes. 
 
As the research question aims to describe something as fleeing as "new", the ideal setting to 
explore the chosen subject would be from a defined point in past until the present moment. 
Unfortunately the availability of data sets some restrictions, as the available data from the Grid 
Database reaches only till the end of the year 2011. The Municipal Registry Database is 
regularly updated, but for the purpose of reliably combatable data from Grid Databases, only 
apartment buildings completed in 2011 or before have been selected to the analysis. 
       
        
 
Figure 2. Example of two grid cells suitable for the analysis. In two grid cells (marked with red  
  framing) residential buildings completed in 2002-2011 form more than 75 percentage of  
  the total residential gross floor area. The same location in the sub-district of Hermanninmäki is 








3.3.2. Indicators for socio-economic status 
For privacy reasons, some data categories are protected in grid cells with few inhabitants 
belonging to the data groups. For example, educational structure is not available for grids 
containing less than ten adult inhabitants, and categories concerning the income structure are 
protected if there are fewer than ten income recipients in the grid. To form a dataset where all 
indicators are equally available and comparable for each grid cell, only cells with 50 or more 
inhabitants have been included. This sample also slightly reduces skewedness of the data to 
accent the impact of inhabitants living in less densely build areas.  The following indicators 
have been chosen to be included in the analysis: 
 
Age structure. Ley (1996) defines the gentrifying class to consist primarily of young adults 
under 35 years, although in relation to NBG the average ages have been found to be slightly 
higher (Rerat 2011: 233). Capturing these age classes is demanding, for in the YKR Database, 
data categories concerning the age structure are only available in predetermined groups 
containing a varying number of age classes.  The named age classes fall into two groups, 
inhabitants aged 18 – 29 years and 30 – 49 years. Both groups are considered separately, for 
combining them would create an excessively broad proportion of the overall population. Data 
on the population's age structure is available in the YKR Database (2014), and is dated to 
31.12.2014. 
 
Income categories. Income categories follow a decile based categorization used by Statistics 
Finland. Deciles are formed by arranging all income recipients from the lowest to the highest 
by their yearly income and then by dividing them in ten equally sized groups. Income deciles 
1- 2 form the lowest income category, deciles 3-8 the middle income category and deciles 9-
10 the highest income category. In Grid Database 2013, the income recipients with a yearly 
income of maximum 11 264 euros formed the lowest income category, income of 11 265 - 39 
202 euros the middle income category and income of over 39 202 euros the highest income 
category. Finally, the amount of inhabitants belonging to each income category has been 
divided by the overall amount of all income recipients to represent the data as comparable 




prices how different groups of the population contribute to gentrification (Hochstenbach et al. 
2014: 760). 
 
Median income of households and mean income of income recipients. Describing the 
overall income-level of the area, median income is achieved by arranging all the households in 
a grid cell from the lowest to the highest based on their yearly gross income. The median value 
separates the lower half of the values from the upper one. Median is a suitable indicator for 
income structure, for it is not skewed by exceptionally high or low values like the mean.  To 
analyze the income structure also on individual level, the indicator on each grid cell's income 
recipients (aged 18 or older) mean yearly income is included. Data on the income categories 
and the mean yearly income of are available in the Grid Database (Statistics Finland 2013a), 
with the most recent data dating to 31.12.2011. Median yearly income of households is 
available from 31.12.2014 in the YKR Database (SYKE 2014). 
 
Educational level. Growth in the amount of people with academic qualifications is a 
commonly used indicator for gentrifying areas capturing some of the cultural differences in 
within similar income classes (Kortteinen et. al 2005b: 483). Here the used indicator is the 
proportion of inhabitants with a higher or lower level academic degree from all adult 
inhabitants (aged 18 or older), i.e. degrees corresponding to master’s level and to higher 
qualifications (ISCED levels 6-8). Concerning the educational structure, only one type of 
education has been taken into account for each inhabitant. If a person has acquired several 
qualifications, only the highest one is taken into account. Similarly from two same-level 
qualifications only the most recent one is included. Data from the educational structure of 
Helsinki is available in Grid Database (2013), and dates to 31.12.2011. 
 
Unemployment rate. Unemployment rate is the share of unemployed inhabitants from the 
total  labor force, i.e. the part of the population aged 18- 74 and registered in the last week of 
the year either as employed or unemployed. Data from the unemployment rate is available in 





3.3.3. Validity and reliability  
Considering the empirical analysis, the chosen indicators themselves are in line with the 
commonly used indicators for socio-economic status used within gentrification literature (see 
chapter 2.5.). Davidson and Lees (2005) loosely define the gentrification-related socio-
economic change as "socio-economic upgrading of the area". The additional notion that the in-
movers are likely to represent the new urban middle class calls for an expansion including 
socio-cultural indicators, which in this analysis led to the inclusion of indicators on the 
educational and age structure of the population. Davidson and Lees (2005) base their 
observation on the socio-economic structure of their case study on London's Docklands 
heavily on statistical analysis on the occupational structure of the area. For this reason also 
within this study the quantitative empirical analysis is deemed as a valid method for 
determining the socio-economic structure. Qualitative research on the moving decisions and 
housing preferences of the in-moving groups would provide additional value for the results, 
but is not essential.  
 
Even if the indicators themselves appear suitable for analyzing the chosen topic, it is 
worthwhile to consider the reliability of the chosen research methods. Since there is no 
publicly available data on a building level (construction time of a building being the definition 
for chosen data), any other extended scale is bound to provide ever so slightly skewed results. 
In the case of the grid-based databases, this means that some of the cells are also bound to 
contain buildings not belonging to the chosen definition of new-build housing. This skewing 
effect of these cells is reduced by choosing only cells with the amount of new-build housing 
stock forming more than 75 percent of the total gross floor area in residential use. This 
restriction naturally leaves out some new residential buildings that are situated in grid cells 
dominated by older building stock, and favors new-build housing outside of the densely build 
areas. Nevertheless, the main interest of the analysis lays in the new-build housing stock of the 
Kalasatama, Jätkäsaari and Arabianranta sub-districts, which due to the extent of all new 
urban structure fill on most parts grid cells by themselves. For example the cells covering 





Unlike the validity of the analysis on socio-economic structure of the new-build housing areas, 
the validity of the entire study cannot be determined on positivistic terms. The research 
question are purposefully wide and encompass several rather different topics of the 
gentrification discourse, which allows the subject to be discussed comprehensively and within 
the aspects most fitting to the local contextual framework. On the other hand, some interesting 
topics are only briefly contemplated on. For example the possible existence of indirect 
gentrification-related displacement (which, as included to the argumentation for NBG by 
Davidson and Lees (2005) is consequently present in the research questions) is only included 








4. Socio-economic differentiation in Helsinki 
 
Research on socio-economic differentiation and its spatial manifestations in Helsinki and the 
Helsinki Metropolitan Area covers a wide arrange of diverse themes and interests. The aim of 
this thesis is not to provide an extensive analysis on research covering several decades and 
disciplines, but to outline some of the themes in the literature with the most relevance to 
discussion on NBG. Generally research contemplating on gentrification in the context of the 
essential international literature has remained relatively minor, and will be discussed more in 
detail in the end of this chapter. Nevertheless, themes crucial for understanding the 
contextuality and the regional and national framework for NBG have been closely researched 
in Finland. In this chapter, a look will be taken at distinguished processes of socio-economic 
differentiation, research on housing preferences and the existing body of Finnish gentrification 
literature. 
 
In general, research on socio-economic differentiation in the Metropolitan Area has had its 
main focus on the processes and spatiality of socio-economic downgrading and the emerge of 
new forms of poverty. Differentiation and patterns in the changing spatial distribution of the 
higher socio-economic classes have emerged as a growing study interest during the last years. 
Often discussed in the context of structural changes in the local economy and industries, 
research on the differentiation of the higher income classes has been linked to the emerge of 
creative hubs outside of the inner city area, the increase of international, highly educated 
workers in the Metropolitan Area and their housing preferences (recently Kepsu et al. 2010) 
and the rising incomes of the highest income groups (Riihelä et al. 2010).  Fittingly, the capital 
region has also been discussed as a manifestation of Richard Florida’s theory (Florida 2002) 
on the rise of the creative class (for example Ilmonen & Hirvonen 2008; Mustonen 2009).  
 
In international comparison, the Helsinki Metropolitan Area seems to maintain a rather 
homogenous socio-economic distribution of the population (Vaattovaara & Kortteinen 2003: 
2129; Vaattovaara et al. 2011: 55). The local politics have long encouraged active equalization 
and mixing of tenure types, mainly through housing policies and residential planning 
(Schulman et al. 2000: 19: Vaattovaara & Kortteinen 2012: 61). As a result, the region has 
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maintained a relatively balanced socio-economic structure with internally heterogeneous 
neighborhoods.  Recent studies show that no neighborhoods are currently experiencing heavy 
socio-economic downgrading, but socio-economic differences between neighborhoods appear 
to be growing (Vilkama et al. 2014: 67). The current socio-economic structure of the Helsinki 
Metropolitan Area is still affected by the economic recession in the early 1990s, which led to 
the emerge of new forms of areal social differentiation in the area (Kortteinen & Vaattovaara 
1999). Even intermittent strong economic growth has not been able to erase the inner structure 
of spatial socio-economic inequality in Helsinki formed during that time, which appears to 
remain to date as a persistent local characteristic (Vaattovaara & Kortteinen 2012: 62).  
 
In a ten year period from 2002 to 2012, most residential areas in the Helsinki Metropolitan 
Area have experienced an overall rise in the education level and average income. 
Nevertheless, the rate of the change has varied considerably within different neighborhoods, 
and in many cases seems to be strongest in the areas with a middle or high position to start 
with (Vilkama et al. 2014). Another noteworthy trend during the last decade has been the 
persistence of neighborhood statuses. Although the socio-economic differences between 
diverse neighborhoods in the Metropolitan Area have grown, most neighborhoods have 
continued to follow their established development paths (Vilkama et al. 2014: 41). During 
2002 – 2012 changes in the socio-economic status appear to have been minor, and seem to 
persist especially in the areas of the weakest and strongest ends of the spectrum.  Analyzing 
the socio-economic statuses of the neighborhoods, the structure of the housing stock (share of 
dwellings in apartment buildings, share of state subsidized rental housing) and distance to the 
central business district seem to be the most descriptive variables (Vilkama & Lönnqvist 
2013). These structures are by nature slow to change, but pronounced growth in population 
accompanied with increased housing production, changes in housing preferences and demand 








4.1. Housing preferences of the middle and high income groups 
 
In general, a relatively uniform housing culture still appears to prevail in the Metropolitan 
Area. Representative surveys show repeatedly that regardless of the current residence type or 
socio-economic status, a majority of survey respondents describe detached housing with a 
nature connection and safe environment as their preferred housing type (Kortteinen et al. 
2005a).  Preferred housing types appear to be in some extent related to the phase of life and 
the professional status of a person. Currently residing in block of flats or in detached or 
semidetached houses, families with children tend to favor detached housing more than 
households without children. For the households living in apartment buildings, there seems to 
be a clear division between high-rise living in the inner city area and in the suburban areas.  In 
the inner city area, majority of households without children prefer living in block of flats over 
other building types, as does nearly a half of families with children. Despite the household 
structure, majority of households living in the sub-urban blocks of flats prefer detached and 
semi-detached housing over high-rise living (Tuominen et al. 2005: 37). This result supports 
the notion, that housing preferences and the realized housing solutions should be considered in 
their respective contexts, for housing choice is the outcome of housing preferences and the 
constraints and opportunities of the housing market (see Rerat 2011).The framework of 
preferred housing types and their connection to different socio-economic and demographic 
groups is nevertheless necessary for understanding the strategies of attracting different groups 
in new residential areas. 
 
During the last decades the overall income levels have steadily risen in the Helsinki 
Metropolitan Area, yet after the 1990s recession in a more varied manner. Since the early 
1990s, income levels have risen particularly within the very richest one percent of the 
population of Finland, and slightly more moderately within the richest decile of the 
population. The rise of the income levels in these groups has proportionally been faster than 
the national average, and has been particularly due to the high increase in the fraction of 
capital income (Riihelä et al. 2010). In the Metropolitan Area, this kind of socio-economic 
upgrading and growth of the highest income groups has led to processes of growing 
differentiation within the named groups (Kortteinen et al. 2005b). Spatially this development 
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has become evident as some residential areas have attracted growing concentrations of 
inhabitants belonging to the highest income groups (Kortteinen et al. 2005b: 472). 
Additionally, the higher income groups seem to cover a considerable amount of inner 
diversity. Results of an empirical analysis suggest that the highest income group includes 
subclasses differing in their social status, cultural orientation and location of  housing, and 
when categorized by education and income levels two distinct types of "elites" may be 
identified in the Metropolitan Area (Kortteinen et al. 2005b: 477). Spatially observed, it would 
appear that the socio-economic group with high education and income levels and the group 
with high education and lower income levels are in some extent concentrated in different parts 
of the Metropolitan Area. Some western parts of the area have a higher share of inhabitants 
belonging to the first group, and the inner city area of Helsinki respectively inhabitants 
belonging to the latter one. Combined with a more detailed analysis on the predominant 
professions within these groups, the writers suggest that there might exist culturally bound 
differences affecting the housing choices of the groups, as the spatial distribution of different 




4.2. Gentrification research on Helsinki and Finland 
 
Literature discussing gentrification in the context of Finland in general or the Helsinki region 
has not established a continuous debate or a shared framework around the phenomenon. 
Respective literature touching gentrification in relation to other themes of urban change 
interprets the subject in varying ways and lack a holistic perspective. As it happens, the 
multifaceted nature of the process allows discussion from countless standpoints, but 
simultaneously has prevented the formation of a cohesive discourse. The most recurrent aspect 
in the literature seems to be the cultural production of gentrified space in relation to certain 
lifestyles and aesthetics (see Mustonen 2009; Ilmavirta 2008a, 2008b, discussing for example 
Florida 2002 and Zukin 2008). More critical, socio-economically orientated approaches have 
traditionally been linked to the nationally active discourse on segregation and socio-economic 
differentiation. This scarcity of discussion on gentrification  might be partially due to the 
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strong traditions of Finnish housing policies, which have been assumed to restrain 
gentrification's related negative effects -  most importantly residential displacement in its more 
direct forms (Ilmavirta 2008b: 290). Featuring case studies of strong gentrification frontiers 
and stories of eviction and rapid urban change, some predominant themes in the gentrification 
literature have appeared distant for the Finnish context and the relatively balanced growth of 
the Helsinki Metropolitan Area.  Similarly the discourse on society divided by distinct classes 
- a concept rooted in the historic development of Anglo-American cities - has presumably not 
resonated well in the narrative of a young capital of a welfare state. These concerns are not 
unique for Finland, and the local limitations (and prospects) for diverse forms of gentrification 
have been discussed in many European case studies (for instance Hochstenbach 2014; 
Ruoppila 2007). On a minor level, the multiple ways gentrification has been incorporated into 
the field of Finnish urban research reflect the broader discourse changes of the international 
literature. During the last decades studies focusing on the gentrifying groups and production of 
gentrified city spaces have been inspired for instance by discourse on the inner changes of 
post-industrial cities, structural changes brought by the second demographic change and 
increase of neoliberal urban policies. The conception of lifestyle and consumption as 
interpretative factors for the changing moving patterns of different groups within the main 
urban regions has emerged as a major field of interest.  
 
The concept of classic gentrification has been most commonly discussed in relation to 
neighborhoods with a prominent historical working class background. In the Helsinki 
Metropolitan Area this narrative is practically synonymous with the inner city areas of 
Helsinki, as the neighboring municipalities of Espoo and Vantaa have experienced most of 
their urban growth in the latter half of the 20th century and do not feature historic working 
class housing stock comparable to that of Helsinki. For instance the districts of Kallio, 
Alppiharju, Vallila and Punavuori share a strong subtext to the working class history of the 
city, and have become household names in the more popularized use of the term. The historic 
divisions of the inner city area's working and upper class neighborhoods are still reflected to 
the housing market through structural differences in the housing stock. In Helsinki, especially 
the district of Kallio and the neighboring areas in the Central major district have habitually 
been linked to processes of socio-economic upgrading. This development has been discussed 
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already in the early 1990s, notably by Pasi Mäenpää (1991), who connected the socio-
economic change of the area to the growth of a new, urban middle class with specific 
consumption patterns and lifestyle preferences. Similar discussion is still taking place, and the 
duration of this change begs the question, whether the specific structure of Kallio's housing 
stock ever allows the district to fully go through the socio-economic transition.  
 
Basing on Richard Florida's thesis on the economic benefits of the creative industry, Pentti 
Mustonen (2009) writes about the working- and living neighborhoods of artist and 
professionals of the creative industry in Helsinki. Combining the housing patterns of these 
occupational groups with observations on the internationality and educational level of the local 
residential base, Mustonen locates districts that arise as nodes of creativity. In this analysis, 
the inner city stands apart from the rest of the city. Especially the districts of Kallio, 
Kampinmalmi and Ullanlinna have a high share of highly educated professionals working for 
the creative sector. Additionally the districts of Lauttasaari and Vanhakaupunki profile as 
districts boasting both residents and workplaces endorsing the creative sector. Mustonen 
concludes that in Helsinki a gentrification process continues in Kallio, although the structure 
of the housing stock slows the process down. Some other historically working class areas such 
as Punavuori have already gone through most of the process.  Mustonen claims that the 
development of new-build hubs of creative activities is slowed down by the location and the 
lack of old housing stock and urban culture. As an example of a possible gentrifiable 
neighborhood he recognizes the surroundings of Taka-Töölö, which regardless of an apt urban 
structure and a favorable location does not currently stand out as a district favored by the 
creative industries (Mustonen 2009: 34). In his theoretical interpretation Mustonen links the 
creative, multicultural and urban lifestyle of different districts directly to gentrification, thus 
heavily emphasizing the more culturally bound aspects of the phenomenon. This definition 
resonates with the consumption based theories and stretches the significance of cultural capital 
shaping the status of a neighborhood.  In the light of more critical perspectives and assuming a 
broad definition of gentrification as the socio-economic upgrading of an area, the living and 
working patterns of certain professional groups are not alone sufficient indicators marking 
gentrification. A more quantitative but similarly constricted look into the phenomenon's origin 
is found in the work of Markku Lankinen, who in the late 1990s discussed the segregation of 
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Helsinki's neighborhoods in the light of their socio-economic statuses. In his analysis 
Lankinen determines that areas with a rapid rise in the socio-economic status have been 
influenced by gentrification process, and without further discussion determines gentrification 
simply as a "phenomenon of the western major cities, where former working class areas 
situated in the edge of the urban structure have gained a more prosperous location in the city 
and attract the new middle class and the most educated groups" (Lankinen 1997: 174-175, 
translated from Finnish by the author). Lankinen extends his definition of gentrification to 
cover areas of detached housing in the Helsinki suburbia, for some of these areas had by the 
late 1990s risen in socio-economic status. He further explicates that in the suburban areas 
gentrification (i.e. rise of socio-economic status of the population) is mainly taking place 
through demolition of old housing and construction of new ones, and in the inner-city through 
renovation of the existing housing stock (Lankinen 1997: 175).  A decade later, Lankinen 
briefly revisits the concept of gentrification by linking it to the sharp rise of educational level 
in the Central major district (Lankinen 2007). 
 
In a few occasions gentrification has been discussed in the context of an institutional 
framework and involvement of the local authorities. Exploring processes of urban 
development and gentrification in Turku in the late 1990, Jussi Jauhiainen discussed the post-
industrial socio-economic changes in the inner city area (Jauhiainen 1997). Jauhiainen 
stretched the significance of contextual understanding in interpretation of processes of urban 
change, and demonstrated through local examples how different historic trajectories and 
participants in the development processes led to diverse physical and social outcomes. 
Jauhiainen concludes that in Turku the role of local authorities has been significant in 
supporting gentrification through planning and housing policies, and connects the large-scale 
socio-economic changes of the city to local stories of developer- and municipality -led 
gentrification (Jauhiainen 1997: 78). A decade later, similar conclusions are presented by Pasi 
Mäenpää (2011: 99-102), who as a part of wider criticism towards the recent planning and 
housing policies exercised by the City of Helsinki argues that the City of Helsinki is "pursuing 
city-wide gentrification". According to Mäenpää - who determines gentrification in classical 
terms as the process changing old working class districts of the inner city into residential areas 
of the higher income classes - gentrification has become a positive term in the Finnish 
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planning discourse with connotations to attraction and local growth. Mäenpää sees the 
justification of gentrification as the contextual opposite of areal segregation especially 
problematic, as the two phenomena are not to be defined by their causality. As local examples 
of City-led gentrification, Mäenpää identifies the development of two former industrial areas - 
the Konepaja district in Pasila and the Suvilahti district in Kalasatama. 
 
Recently the only researcher discussing gentrification in Helsinki in relation to the current 
international discourse has been Tuomas Ilmavirta, who describes the production of gentrified 
spaces as the result of a regeneration process of the Konepaja neighborhood in Pasila 
(Ilmavirta 2008a, 2008b). According to Ilmavirta, the municipality-led regeneration of the 
former industrial land stands as an example of urban residential space developed to match the 
urban housing preferences of the middle- and upper income groups. He links this kind of 
development to the competition between the municipalities of the Metropolitan Area in 
attracting the higher socio-economic groups - a process that has culminated in the established 
concept of "a good tax-payer". Ilmavirta also finds the marketing and brand-building of the 
Konepaja neighborhood to be heavily directed to a certain socio-economic group, and 
associated with the recognizable gentrification aesthetics and commercialization of residential 
areas. Following the work of Sharon Zukin, Ilmavirta links this process to the rise of the 
"symbolic economy", as cultural images and associations are transformed into economic 
profit. Inconsistently, the actual housing solutions and apartment designs in the Konepaja 
neighborhood do not particularly differ from standard housing production. Ilmavirta 
concludes, that in Konepaja municipality-led gentrification has standardized the urban space 
by limiting the activity of its alternative users. The area had previously several actors on 
temporal leases, who most probably will not be able to meet rents of the new-build and 
regenerated properties (2008b: 288). Konepaja provides thus an example of a new-build area, 





5. Introduction to housing in Helsinki 
 
The city of Helsinki has long been growing over its borders, and forms nowadays with the 
surrounding Greater Helsinki Area (Helsingin seutu) a functional market, living and working 
area of approximately 1.4 million inhabitants (Helsinki alueittain 2014). The  Helsinki 
Metropolitan Area is comprised of Helsinki and  the neighbouring municipalities of Espoo, 
Vantaa and Kauniainen, and with its nearly 1.1 million inhabitants contains the majority of the 
overall population of the Greater Helsinki Area.  This chapter explores the past development 
of the demographic structure and housing policies, current structure of the housing stock  and 
the future growth the city of Helsinki, thus providing the framework for understanding 
gentrification in this particular contextual setting. 
 
 
5.1. Growth of Helsinki and the Helsinki Metropolitan Area 
 
Today the Greater Helsinki Area with Helsinki in its center is by a great margin the largest 
urban area in Finland (Laakso & Loikkanen 2004: 243). Helsinki became the capital of 
Finland in 1812 and experienced a rapid, nearly continuous growth in population until the 
1960s. During this period the population of the city doubled every 20 – 30 years. In the 1960s 
the surrounding municipalities started to grow in proportion, attracting many in search for 
spacious living outside the city borders as an alternative to the packed urbanity of the capital.  
(Helsinki alueittain 2014). In the 1970s the population growth in Helsinki turned negative, 
decreased slightly until the early 1980s and started to grow stronger in the 1990s. Meanwhile 
the rest of the Greater Helsinki Area experienced even more strengthened growth, and more 
than tripled its population between 1962 and 2012. Overall, since the 1960s the population 
growth of the rest of the Metropolitan Area and the Greater Helsinki area has been more 
rectilinear and steadier than that of Helsinki (Helsingin kaupunkisuunnitteluvirasto 2012). In 
2015, the population of Helsinki is growing rapidly and has increased during the last few years 
by approximately 9 000 inhabitants per year. In the beginning of January 2014 the population 
of Helsinki reached 612 664 inhabitants (Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2014c) and during 
the upcoming ten years the population is estimated to grow by nearly 100 000 inhabitants. The 
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growth is in part due to natural growth, but mostly generated by the decreased outward 
migration from Helsinki to the surrounding municipalities and growing international and 
domestic migration (Helsingin tila ja kehitys 2015).  Compared to the population change in 
Helsinki, the other municipalities of the Greater Helsinki Area and the Metropolitan Area have 
experienced more modest variation in the population change (Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 
2014: 8). The population of Helsinki has experienced mostly continuous growth since the mid-
2000s (see Figure 3). In 2002 – 2004 the growth turned momentarily negative due to the 




Figure 3.  Proportional population growth in the municipalities of the Helsinki Metropolitan Area in 
  1990 – 2014. Data source: Statistics Finland 2014f 
 
The demographic structure of the Metropolitan Area is changing in a manner suggested by the 
second demographic transition (Lesthaeghe & van de Kaa 1986, cit. Lesthaeghe 2010), which 
reflects to the changing needs and preferences in the area's housing market.  The population 
grows older, divorces have become more common and the housing trajectories of young adults 
vary increasingly1, which has led to a growing demand for smaller, studio or two room 
apartments (Laakso & Kostiainen 2009: 54). The average size of a household has decreased 
                                                          
1 In 2013, the share of young adults aged 18-34 living with their parents was in Finland the second lowest in the 























during the last years and was in the end of 2014 1.87 inhabitants (Helsingin kaupungin 
tietokeskus 2014b). Decrease of the household size results in increase of the occupancy rate, 
as smaller households occupy on average more living space per person than larger households. 
Additionally, the general rise in income levels increases the average occupancy rate. Together 
the change in average occupancy rate and population growth form the preconditions for 
increase in demand for housing   (Laakso & Kostiainen 2009: 54). 
 
As the largest regional and national node, Helsinki attracts many young adults with the 
capital’s broad educational options and labor market. Traditionally, young adults tend to find 
housing in the smaller apartments, found for instance extensively in the older housing stocks 
of the Southern and Central major districts. As the family size, educational and income levels 
rise, the tendency is to move further from the inner city to more affordable and bigger housing 
in the border areas of Helsinki or to the surrounding municipalities. This selective migration in 
relation to age has led to a situation, where the average income level of the in-moving 
population is generally lower than that of the population leaving the city (Laakso 2013: 42). In 
the context of the Helsinki Metropolitan Area this development has in the last decades been 
seen as a threat for Helsinki's tax base, as it has been claimed that the municipalities of the 
Metropolitan Area and the Greater Helsinki Area purposefully customize their housing 
construction to accommodate the needs of more affluent income groups  (Laakso 2013: 8). 
During the early 2000s the negative inter municipal net-migration of families with underage 
children rose unprecedentedly high in Helsinki, alarming the City to react to the moving 
patterns of families. Either the newly exercised housing policies have proven effective or the 
uncertainty of the economic situation since the 2008 recession has had its effect on the 
willingness to make larger investments on housing (Kytö & Kral-Leszczynska 2013: 108), in 
every case in the end of the 2000s and during the first years of 2010s the net-migration has 
turned positive, and the share of young adults staying in Helsinki after entering the working 
life has steadily grown (Laakso 2013). 
 
As it comes to the housing stock, approximately 80 percent of population growth of Helsinki 
in 2010-2014 has taken place in dwellings completed within the same period of time. After 
new-build residential dwellings, also dwellings situated in the city's oldest, pre-war housing 
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stock have seen a moderate growth in the population during these years, as have to some 
extent also older suburb areas completed before the 1980s. Housing stock completed in the 
period of 1980-1999 has experienced a slight decline in population. This development might 
suggest that the housing stock completed in the post-war period and in the 1960s is 
experiencing a structural, generational change in population, while newer suburb areas decline 
in population as the population ages and young adults move out from childhood homes 
(Helsingin tila ja kehitys 2015: 76). 
 
City of Helsinki Urban Facts provides three alternative projections for the future population 
change in Helsinki and the Greater Helsinki Area. The projections simulate different scenarios 
for the economic growth and attractiveness of the area. The projection with moderate growth 
suggests that the economy of the Greater Helsinki area  grows only slightly faster than that of 
Finland and EU-countries in general, and predicts the population of Helsinki to reach 760 000 
inhabitants by the year 2050. Alternatively, the projection with fast growth suggest the 
possibility of 860 000 inhabitants by the same year, and the projection of decelerating growth 
705 000 inhabitants (Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2014c). The City of Helsinki has 
initiated the planning process for the new City plan (yleiskaava), juridically directing the 
municipality’s land use over the upcoming years, approximately until 2030 or until a new plan 
is drawn up. The draft for the City plan involves visions reaching to the year 2050, and is 
expected to be accepted by the City Council in 2016.The recent draft follows a projection 
similar to the projection of the fastest growth in population, thus reckoning with the increase 
of approximately 600 000 citizens in the Greater Helsinki area by 2050, including 260 000 











5.2. Housing policy  
 
The city of Helsinki has long identified the development of socially balanced neighborhoods 
and prevention of segregation as one of the main aims of its housing policies.  This aim is 
mainly pursued through policies of social mixing and by ensuring the availability of affordable 
housing (Kotikaupunkina Helsinki 2012: 13).  Policies of social-mixing have been supported 
by the City of Helsinki since the early 1960s, when it was posed that new-build municipality 
rental housing should be integrated into the existing urban structure instead of separating it 
into detached residential areas. Since the 1960s, the housing policies have developed to 
support tenure mixing policies in a growingly smaller scale, and have proceeded from policies 
mixing residential blocks into policies supporting tenure mixing within individual city blocks 
(Lankinen 1997: 191; Vaattovaara & Kortteinen 2012: 61). Today mixing of different tenure 
types is a well-established practice in Helsinki. Social mixing is supported widely in district, 
neighborhood and housing block levels, and is mainly pursued by mixing different tenure 
types (Kotikaupunkina Helsinki 2012: 13). Although these policies are only affecting new 
build housing, their effects are not limited to new-build areas. The city of Helsinki has 
outlined that 30 percent of new residential housing production should consists of 
supplementary construction densifying the urban structure also in existing neighborhoods 
(Kotikaupunkina Helsinki 2012: 15).  
 
While the housing market and housing conditions in Helsinki have changed over the last 
decades, some aspects persist. Since the World War II there has been continuous demand and 
lack of housing. Housing policies have remained as a central theme in the local and regional 
politics (Schulman et al. 2000: 19). Similarly, housing has traditionally been part of the 
national Finnish welfare policy, as the living standards have been purposefully enhanced with 
regulations on planning and constructions (Ilmonen & Hirvonen 2008: 81). The political 
discussion on housing has been recently linked to many nationally topical themes, such as the 
growth of international migration or the crisis of the welfare state (Vaattovaara et al. 2011: 
62). The focus of housing policy has shifted from physical improvement of the living 
environment to social and locally specific initiatives with increased consideration for the needs 




Since 2014, the City of Helsinki has been pursuing a yearly aim of 5 500 completed new 
dwellings1.  As an outline, 40 percent of the new housing production is planned to be realized 
as unregulated rental and owner-occupied housing, another 40 percent as price and quality 
regulated owner-occupied housing (Hitas), right-of-occupancy housing, partial ownership 
housing and housing for students and young people, and the remaining 20 percent as state 
subsidized rental housing (ARA-rental). The City of Helsinki is an active property developer, 
and the extent of the city’s own housing production is set to 1 500 yearly completed and 
initiated dwellings. During the last few years the targets have not been exceeded, the yearly 
completed housing production reaching up to 4 687 dwellings in 2013 and 4 050 dwellings in 
2014 (Helsingin kaupunginkanslia 2015: 25). Similarly the realization of the areally even 
tenure structure is often compromised during the construction process. In some areas the 
growth of the housing stock has been directed mainly to unregulated housing construction as 
an attempt to balance the existing housing structure of the area (Vilkama 2011: 92). On city 
level, the production of unregulated housing reached the pre-set targets in the period of 2013-
2014, unlike the production of state subsidized rental housing which reached 66 percent of the 
aimed volume of construction or the production or Hitas, right-of-occupancy housing2, partial 
ownership housing and housing for students which reached up to 62 percent of the targeted 
volume of construction (Helsingin kaupunginkanslia 2015: 25). The building type of the new-
housing production is centered on apartment buildings - in 2014 83.6 percent of the new 
housing production was dwellings in blocks of flats (Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus (2014b). 
According to Kortteinen, Tuominen and Vaattovaara (2005a), a contradiction persists between 
the housing types preferred by the population and those favored by the urban planning 
officials in the municipalities of the Metropolitan Area. Popular and spacious housing types 
such as detached or semi-detached housing do not ideally fit into urban structure under 
                                                          
1 Since the 1960s, Helsinki's housing policies have been outlined in the housing and housing related land use 
implementation program, nowadays revised during each City Council period at an interval of four years. The 
program determines the visions on housing, the housing and land policy goals, and the measures to be taken 
during each program period (Kotikaupunkina Helsinki 2012). The current program, Home Town Helsinki, was 
accepted by the City Council in 2012. 
 
2 Right-of-occupancy housing is a state-subsidized mixture between rental and owner-occupied housing. 
Residents pay both a right-of-occupancy fee (15 percent of the purchase price of the dwelling) and pay a 
management fee comparable to rent. When residents move out of the dwelling, they are paid back the right-of-
occupancy fee with added value as defined in the construction cost index (Helsingin kaupunki 2015a). 
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pressure for growth and densification. They conclude, that this development might increase 
socio-economic differentiation, while those with higher income levels are able to fulfill their 
housing preferences and move out to the sub-urban areas (Kortteinen et al. 2005a: 128).  
 
In the context of Helsinki, Laakso and Loikkanen (1997: 132) determine three main policy 
tools for the implementation of the City's housing policy targets - town planning, land rental 
and own housing production accompanied with management of the existing municipality 
rental housing stock. Town planning is exercised in the municipality level in the forms of the 
City plan, the Partial city plan (yleiskaava and osayleiskaava) and the Detailed plan 
(asemakaava) (Maankäyttö- ja rakennuslaki 1999). The City plan defines the general 
guidelines for land use and organization of transport and traffic in Helsinki. The Detailed plan 
regulates the specific use of an area and the scope of construction1 (Helsingin kaupunki 
2015c). Tenure type of residential housing is not regulated by the Detailed plan, but is defined 
during the realization process.  On a national level, the Helsinki housing policies and 
production are also affected by national state regulative and subsidizing systems (Schulman 
2000: 19). As exemplified by the detailed objectives on the structure of the new-build housing 
stock, in the Finnish housing system municipal regulations control the tenure structure and the 
diversity of housing stock in the new build residential areas. This means, that decisions on the 
future socio-economic structure and potential residents are already made during the planning 
process (Ilmonen & Hirvonen 2008: 104-105). 
 
The City of Helsinki is the largest landowner in Helsinki, and majority of the new housing is 
built on land owned by the City itself (Helsingin kaupunginkanslia 2015: 25). This position 
has for its part enabled the City to maintain relatively high volume of residential construction 
during economic fluctuations (Vaattovaara & Lönnqvist 2003: 11), and to develop structurally 
coherent residential areas according to its objectives (Kotikaupunkina Helsinki 2012: 26). In 
practice, the City of Helsinki rents and occasionally sells lots for private parties and 
developers for further development. This premise allows Helsinki a rare possibility to strongly 
affect the directions of residential building within its municipality borders. As the landowner, 
the City chooses the constructors for each lot, determines the tenure types of the future 
                                                          
1 These regulations define the volume of residential and commercial buildings, building heights, density and 
other matters that impact the structure of the area and the cityscape (Helsingin kaupunki 2015c). 
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residential developments and exercises its housing policies through selling- and renting 
principles, terms of transfer and setting of housing prices (Laakso & Loikkanen 1997: 132-
133). In other municipalities of the Greater Helsinki area the role and activity of the 
municipalities as active directors of land use has traditionally been more moderate (Lönnqvist 
2002: 76).   
 
The City of Helsinki has offered municipality rental housing since the 1920s. After the World 
War II the volume of the construction was increased due to growing shortage of housing and 
the evolvement of the state's subsidy systems (Korhonen 1997: 202-203). During the 
following decades and increasing urbanization of the capital area the municipality-owned 
housing stock of Helsinki has grown in proportion, and consists in the end of the year 2014 of 
approximately 56 000 dwellings. The City-owned housing accommodates approximately 90 
000 inhabitants - roughly every sixth citizen in Helsinki (Helsingin kaupunki 2015d). 
Ownership and maintenance of the municipality rental dwellings is organized through City-
owned real estate companies. The single largest rental company is Helsingin kaupungin 
asunnot Oy (Heka), administering approximately 44 300 dwellings in 2014 (Helsingin 
kaupungin asunnot Oy 2015). Inhabitant selection in the municipality rental housing follows 
guidelines set as a precondition for the state-regulated ARA-subsidy1 and additional 
regulations by the City of Helsinki (Laakso & Loikkanen 1997: 133). In general, the selection 
process prioritizes people most in need of a residence, for example homeless people and lower 
income groups with difficulties finding residence in the unregulated market. In this sense the 
allocation  of municipality housing in Finland differs for example  from the system in use in 
Estonia, which currently fails to provide municipality housing2 for the most destitute socio-
economic groups (Ruoppila 2006: 38).  
 
As for owner-occupied housing, in the Finnish housing system two types of owner-occupied 
housing arrangements exist - either the occupant owns the building of residence or owns 
shares in the housing company the dwelling is situated in. The difference between the two 
                                                          
1 The preconditions for inhabitant selection apply nationwide, unlike for example in the Dutch housing system, 
where the details of providing social housing are decided on the local level (Elsinga & van Bortel 2011). 
 
2 New municipal rental dwellings are only allocated to tenants from restituted houses, low-income or poverty 
alone do not make household eligible for subsidized rental housing (Ruoppila 2006: 38). 
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ownership types is bound mostly to the type of the building. Near to all (99.97 percent) owner-
occupied dwellings and dwellings in semi-detached and terraced housing (99.6 percent) 
belong to housing companies, while the share is lower within detached housing (37.6 percent) 
(Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2013c). This sets the average in Helsinki to 92.2 percent of 
all owner occupied dwellings belonging to housing companies. In this study the term owner 
occupied housing refers to both of these tenure types when not otherwise defined. 
 
As means of active social support, housing policies and social policies are intertwined. 
Housing allowances and social assistance for their part are designed to help the lower income 
groups in managing their housing expenses. Similarly, as housing prices have varied with the 
fluctuations of the economy, state subsidized mortgages have been on their part a way to 
execute price and quality regulation  aimed to control inflation (Schulman 2000: 23). The City 
of Helsinki has a strong regulative role in the production of occupant-owned housing on City-
owned land. The price and quality-controlling Hitas-system was introduced in 1978, and has 
since resulted in the completion of nearly 23 600 dwellings (Helsingin kaupunki 2015b). The 
aim of the system is to ensure that housing prices are based on real production costs. In 
principal, land is rented for contractors with the perquisite that the build dwellings can be sold 
with no higher price than a maximum price set by the City1. The price regulation applies also 
for the future re-selling of the dwellings.  During economic recession the initiation of fully 
unregulated housing construction is typically slow, and construction of hitas housing,  right of 
occupancy housing and partial ownership housing can be used to balance the structure of new 
residential construction for not leaning unnecessarily heavily on ARA-rental housing (Laakso 
& Kostiainen 2009: 64). 
 
During the last decades, the concept of a "good tax payer" has rooted in the discourse of local 
housing policies in the Metropolitan Area and the Greater Helsinki Area (Vaattovaara & 
Lönnqvist 2003; Kortteinen et al. 2005b: 475). The structure of public governance in Finland 
appoints a high level of autonomy to the municipalities, which are for instance entitled to own 
municipal taxation and have independent decision making bodies, but are respectively 
                                                          
1 In 1.10.2014 - 30.09.2015, the unencumbered price for sold Hitas dwellings in Helsinki had the average of 3 
369 euros per square meter (Helsingin kaupungin kiinteistövirasto 2015), while the average price of all owner-
occupied apartments in housing companies in 2014 was 4 142 euros per square meter (Statistics Finland 2014a). 
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responsibility for providing the local welfare services.  According to Vaattovaara, Kortteinen 
and Schulman (2011: 65), this dependency on local taxes creates a certain tension between the 
municipalities within the same functional region, as the municipalities are competing with 
business and tax-payers, and their interests are not always mutually compatible. In this 
framework, the focus of interest has allegedly shifted from the housing needs of the lower 
income classes to those of the middle and higher income classes, whose role as taxpayers is 
instrumental for financing the local welfare services (Niska 2002: 102, Mäenpää 2011: 100). 
This policy shift is partly caused by state-led changes in the municipal finance system, which 
have increased the significance of the population's socio-economic structure in securing 
municipalities' financial standing  (Vaattovaara & Lönnqvist 2003: 10). Similarly concerns on 
the balance of tax revenues and financing the welfare system have grown due to the general 
aging of the population (Vaattovaara et al. 2011: 65). Increased demand for housing in the 
Greater Helsinki region has led to a situation, where municipalities have been able to affect 
their desired demographic structure with the housing and planning policies (Lönnqvist 2002: 
70). A recent objective in Helsinki’s housing policy has been to diversify the housing stock 
and thus raise the city’s attractiveness for inhabitants in different situations in life and with 
diverse needs. Especially the share of dwellings suitable for families (two or more bedrooms) 
is planned to be increased in the new housing production (Kotikaupunkina Helsinki 2012: 46-
48). This policy appears to have been at least partly successful, for during the last years the 
outward migration from Helsinki to the surrounding municipalities has decreased notably. 
Especially more families seem to remain in Helsinki, and particularly the amount of children 
in day care and elementary school has been increasing after the gradual reduction in the early 
2000s (Helsinki alueittain 2014; see also Lilius 2014).  
 
In the Nordic context, Helsinki does not stand alone with the gradual increase of market 
oriented housing and planning policies. For example the change in last decade's policy setting 
has been in many ways more pronounced in Tallinn (Ruoppila & Kährik 2003: 49), and in 
Copenhagen municipality-led urban renewal processes have been observed to contribute to 
gentrification (Larsen & Hansen 2008). Although the structure and working of the Swedish 
housing market has many differences compared to the institutional framework the Finnish 
housing market operates in, the development of the last few decades shares similar qualities. 
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The Swedish society was also heavily influenced by the 1990s recession, which was followed 
by liberal changes in the housing market (Hedin et al. 2012). Following these changes, 
gentrification has increasingly proceeded in the largest Swedish cities (Hedin et al. 2012: 460). 
 
The surrounding municipalities of the Helsinki Metropolitan Area exercise their independent 
housing policies1. In Espoo the target for the yearly extent of the housing production lays in 
2 500 completed dwellings (Espoon kaupunki 2014), and in Vantaa in 2 000 dwellings 
(Vantaan kaupunki 2009).  Espoo has reached a yearly average of 2 300 new dwellings in the 
2000s, and in 2010 – 2013 the average has met the preset target in 2 490 yearly completed 
dwellings. In Vantaa the recent housing production has not equally matched the target - in 
2010 – 2013 on average 1 625 new dwellings were completed each year (Helsingin 
kaupunginkanslia 2014).  
 
5.3. Housing stock in Helsinki 
 
The structure of housing stock has concrete influence on the socio-economic structure of an 
area. Firstly, a share of the housing stock is principally targeted for residents of lower income 
groups. Moreover, location attributes, such as accessibility and the quality of the living 
environment capitalize into housing prices limiting housing options according to the financial 
standing of potential new residents (Vilkama et al. 2014: 54). Type of building, average size of 
dwellings, the inner diversity of the housing stock, fluctuation of the housing market and the 
prevalent housing preferences guide the demographic and socio-economic structure of an area.  
For example, detached housing has generally a higher sale value as same area's apartments, 
and is likely to attract families from middle or higher income classes. The history of Helsinki's 
urbanization and the diverse planning ideologies and objectives involved are essential for 
understanding the inner diversity of the city as it is today and the possibilities of the future 
change. However, the purpose of this thesis is not to present this process in detail, but to 
reference it in order to better understand the realities of contemporary housing policies and 
                                                          
1 The municipalities of the Helsinki Metropolitan Area have signed a letter of intent between the state and the 
municipalities for a joint land use, housing and transportation plan for the Greater Helsinki region in 2012 – 
2015.The aim of the letter is to increase co-operation within the municipalities of the Greater Helsinki region in 
long term planning for a cohesive land use, transportation structure and availability of affordable housing 
(Helsingin seudun maankäyttösuunnitelma 2015). 
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demand for housing (for an elaborated review of the urbanization and development of the 
urban structure of Helsinki see for example Herranen 1997, Schulman 2000, Söderström et al. 
2014). This section will briefly discuss some key characteristic of the residential housing stock 
in Helsinki, presented both on sub-district and on major district level. 
 
In the end of the year 2014 there were 346 751 residential dwellings in Helsinki, 102 455 in 
Vantaa and 128 093 in Espoo and Kauniainen combined (Statistics Finland 2014b). Explored 
by the constructing period, a majority of the remaining pre-war housing stock is situated in the 
Southern and Central major districts, where the residential construction of the city was mostly 
focused until the 1940s (Herranen 1997: 157) (Figure 4). Especially the Southern major 
district containing the historical empire center of Helsinki has a considerable share of not only 
pre-war, but also housing completed prior to the 1920s. Starting from the 1950s the rapid 
urbanization and population growth in Helsinki accompanied with ideological changes in 
planning shifted the focus of residential development to the outer suburban areas acquired in 
the 1946 land incorporation (Herranen 1997: 122). From the 1970s onwards new housing was 
mostly planned in order to densify the scattered urban structure of the suburban areas 
(Herranen 1997: 172). The late urbanization of Helsinki is well reflected in the structure of the 
housing stock, as 77.5 percent of residential housing has been completed after the World War 




Figure 4.  Dwellings according to the construction period in the major statistical districts of Helsinki 
  31.12.2013. Data source: Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2013a 
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In an international comparison the housing stock of Helsinki appears to have a high amount of 
detached, one or two family housing. However, on a national scale Helsinki has a remarkably 
high proportion of apartment buildings, which account for 85.7 percent of all dwellings. The 
remaining 14.3 percent are detached, semi-detached or terraced houses and roughly one 
percent of housing in other or unknown building types. The other two larger municipalities in 
the Helsinki Metropolitan Area share with each other a fairly similar structure in building 
types. In Espoo the share of housing in apartment buildings is 57.8 percent and housing in 
detached, semi-detached and terraced houses 42.2 percent, while the corresponding numbers 




Figure 5.  Share of dwellings represented by apartments from all dwellings with a known building type 
  in the area. The category of "unknown building type" has not been included in the visualization. 




The share of blocks of flats from all housing stock has increased rapidly after the World War 
II (Schulman 2002: 22), and in the end of the year 2013 laid at 85.7 percent of the total 
residential housing stock (Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2013d). In inner comparison, the 
inner-city areas of Helsinki stand out with the highest share of apartment buildings from all 
residential building types (Figure 5). Especially the Southern major district and the southern 
sub-districts of the Central major district consist almost exclusively of apartment buildings 
(Figure 6). Share of detached and terraced housing is highest in the Northern and Östersundom 
major districts. The absolute amount is highest in the North-eastern major district. 
 
 
Figure 6.  Dwellings according to the  building typein the major statistical districts of   
  Helsinki 31.12.2013. Data source: Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2013a 
 
Housing in apartment buildings is the most common type of residence in Helsinki. Compared 
by different age groups (determined by the age of the oldest inhabitant in a household unit), it 
becomes visible that popularity of different building types varies between age groups and as a 
result between diverse situations in life (Figure 7). In the age groups under 35 years the share 
of the population living in blocks of flats varies between 94.4 and 96.6 percent. In the 
following age groups the share of detached, terraced and semi-detached housing increases, and 
eventually decreases again in the age groups of the elderly. There is a remarkable increase in 
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the share of population living in detached or semi-detached housing between the age groups of 
population aged 25-34 years and 35-44 years. 
 
 
Figure 7.  Household-dwelling units by age of the oldest person in different residential building types 
  in Helsinki in 2014. Data source: Statistics Finland 2014c 
 
The occupancy rate of Helsinki grew notably from the 1960s to the 1980s due the general 
increase in income level and relatively high amount of housing production. Especially since 
the 1990s the occupancy rate has grown substantially slower than in the rest of the country, 
and since the year 2005 the increase has been marginal. (Helsingin kaupunki-
suunnitteluvirasto 2012: 11). In 2014, the average occupancy rate in Helsinki was 34 square 
meters per person, as the average in Finland lays at 38 square meters. Especially the 
occupancy rate of the single-person households is notably low in Helsinki - approximately 10 
square meters lower than in Finland generally. Observed on the city level, the occupancy rate 
is lowest in the western parts of the inner city, and highest in the areas with a high share of 
detached housing and in suburb areas with a relatively high average size of dwellings 
(Helsinki alueittain 2014 2015: 10-11). The average size of all dwellings in Helsinki in 2014 
was 62.9 square meters. The largest average sizes of dwellings are found in the sub-districts of 
Östersundom with 156 square meters, and in Länsi-Pakila with 99 square meters. On average 
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38 square meters (Helsinki alueittain 2014 2015: 12). Households tend to increase the 
occupancy rate as they age and change residences, which implies that the desired occupancy 
rate is only achieved later in life (Vaattovaara & Lönnqvist 2003: 11). The average occupancy 
rates also vary between tenure types - in the Helsinki Metropolitan area the occupancy rate of 
all types of rental apartments is smaller than that of owner-occupied apartments. (Laakso & 
Loikkanen 2004: 262-263). 
 
Figure 8 features a sub-area based visualization on the areas with highest proportion of studio 
apartments. Distribution of small dwellings is naturally highly influenced by the predominant 




Figure 8.  Share of studio apartments from the total housing stock. Sub-districts, Helsinki   
  31.12.2013. Data source: Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2013c 
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largely of apartment buildings are expected to feature a higher share of smaller apartments 
than suburban areas comprised mainly of detached, semi-detached or terraced housing. As 
seen in a more general major district-level comparison in Figure 9, especially the areas of the 
Southern and the Central major districts (with a high proportion of pre-war working class 
housing in the more southern sub districts) have a considerably high proportion of studio 
apartments. The proportion of family-sized dwellings with two or more bedrooms is higher in 
the major districts with newer housing stock and a higher proportion of detached, 
semidetached and terraced housing (see Figure 6). Besides the indisputable effect of the 
building type, also construction period, the predominant planning ideology and the historical 
characteristics of different neighborhoods account for the inner diversity of today’s housing 
stock. For example, although both featuring a lot of housing constructed in the pre-war era, 
sub-areas of historically working class areas in the Central major district and those of 
historically upper-class southern inner city districts differ notably. In the Central major 
district, the sub-areas of Torkkelinmäki, Harju and Alppila have the city's highest share of 
studio apartments, the share in all sub-districts reaching to over 50 percent of the overall 
housing stock and in Torkkelinmäki to over 70 percent of the total housing stock. As it 
follows, this skewed availability of housing options mirrors to the demographic and socio- 
 
 
Figure 9.  Dwellings according to the amount of rooms in the major statistical districts of Helsinki  
  31.12.2013. Kitchen and bathroom are not counted as rooms. Data source: Helsingin  
  kaupungin tietokeskus 2013c 
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economic structure of the neighborhoods. Kallio’s housing stock has traditionally attracted 
students and young adults with a good availability of small apartments, a relatively short 
distance to the CBD, a busy housing market and relatively low housing prices. The specificity 
of the housing options reflects in the duration of housing paths in the area - in 2014 the 
districts of Kallio and Alppiharju had the city's highest amount of out-migration in relation to 
the district's population. In both districts the age group of 18-29 year old inhabitants clearly 
had the highest relative shares of both in- and out-migration in relation to the total size of the 
population (Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2014d, 2015b). 
 
 
Figure 10.  Dwellings according to the tenure status in the major statistical districts of Helsinki 31.12.2013. 
  The category of occupant-owned dwellings contains both occupants owning shares in a housing 
  corporation and house owners. The category of other rented dwellings contains privately rented 
  dwellings and state-subsidized rental housing build in 2009-2010, where the rent and occupant 
  selection have not been regulated.  Data source: Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2013c 
 
Occupant ownership, here including also hitas-housing, is the most common tenure type in 
Helsinki covering 43.4 percent of all dwellings (Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2013c). This 
share remains still lower than in the neighboring municipalities, as in Espoo 54.8 percent and 
in Vantaa, 55,7 percent of all dwellings are owned by their occupants (Helsingin kaupungin 
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tietokeskus 2013c). In Helsinki the occupant ownership ratio is especially high in the areas 
with a high percentage of detached, semi-detached or terraced housing, such as several sub-
districts in the Northern and Östersundom major districts. Lower than average share of owner-
occupied dwellings is found consequently in sub-districts with high percent of student housing 
such as Viikin tiedepuisto (8.9 percent), and in sub-districts with high ratio of municipality 
housing such as Kivikko (16.0 percent) and Kallahti (19.7 percent).  In the Southern major 
district the occupant ownership ratio is close to the city average in 42.3 percent of all 
dwellings (Figure 10). In the Central major district the share is slightly lower, as occupant-
owned housing accounts for 37.7 percent of the district's housing stock. 
 
There are considerable inner differences between areas with high share of rental housing. In 
the inner city area a majority of the rental housing stock is rented privately, whereas 
approximately 80 percent of the state-subsidized ARA housing is situated in the outer city 
districts (Helsinki alueittain 2014 2015: 12). The share of state subsidized rental dwellings and 
rental dwellings with interest support loans in the end of the year 2013, was 20.4 percent of all 
residential housing stock (Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2013c). In major district level, the 
share of municipality housing varies from 1.2 percent in Östersundom and 4.1 percent in the 
Southern major district to nearly one third of housing stock in the Eastern and North-eastern 
major districts (30.6 and 30.4 percent). On the sub-district level the variation is even more 
pronounced, as exemplified by Figure 11. In Helsinki, state-subsidized housing was 
introduced into the housing stock in a greater scale since the World War II (Korhonen 1997: 
202-203), and has since been developed predominantly through new-build construction, not 
conversion tenure type conversions of the existing housing stock. In the Southern major 
district with mainly older housing stock the newly-build waterfront areas account for the 
highest share of state-subsidized housing. The overall share of subsidized housing has 
diminished over the last decade, as the construction of unregulated housing has met the 
construction targets better. This development would appear to be in line with the general 
development of housing trends on social housing in Europe (Vaattovaara et al. 2011: 53). The 
share of social housing stock has been declining during the last decades for instance in the UK 
and Germany (Whitehead & Kathleen 2005: 8). Similarly many EU countries have 
experienced an increased demand for social housing - a development which is linked to the 
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overall rise in housing prices making the entry into home ownership increasingly difficult 




Figure 11.  Share of state subsidized rental (ARA) dwellings and dwellings with interest support  
  loans from the total residential housing stock. Sub-districts, Helsinki 31.12.2013. Data  
  source: Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2013c 
 
The prevalent tenure types vary notably between different household types and life trajectories 
(Laakso & Loikkanen 2004: 262). The single most descriptive indicator leading to the choice 
of tenure type is the household's level of income. This tendency is further reinforced by 
characteristics of the national distribution of housing allowance. The Finnish housing 
subsidizing systems are to some extent differentiated between owner-occupied and rental 
housing, resulting in a situation where lower income groups are more likely to reside in rental 
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housing dwellings and higher income groups in owner-occupied housing (Laakso & 
Loikkanen 2004: 262). Besides income, also older age and high educational levels indicate a 
high likelihood for residing in owner-occupied housing. Unlike the building type or location of 
residence, choice between owner-occupied and rental housing is most bound to situation in 
life, not ideological reasons. In 2013, 59.0 percent of households with four or more inhabitants 
lived in occupant-owned dwellings, while the same value for single person households laid in 
40,7 percent (Statistics Finland 2013b). Also reasons outside of individual influence, such as 
fluctuations in the economy and the housing market affect the demand for different tenure 
types (Juntto 2010). On average, the rental housing stock is composed by smaller dwellings 
and has a higher share of apartments than the owner-occupied housing stock (Laakso & 
Loikkanen 2004: 262). This structural differentiation for its part affects the demographic 
characteristics of both tenure types. 
 
The Finnish housing market is characterized by a strong correlation between age and chosen 
tenure type of households (Laakso & Loikkanen 2004: 263). Even middle-aged households 
seek to increase their occupancy rate and in this process change from rental housing to owner-
occupied housing. In general, prevalence of rental housing increased notably in Finland after 
the economic recession in the early 1990s and grew until the mid-2000s. (Juntto 2010: 37). 
Besides economic reasons, also young adults leaving their childhood homes increasingly 
early, increase of moves and other changes in the demographic structure bound to the second 
demographic transition have on their part increased the need for rental housing. 
 
 
5.4. Affordability of housing in the Helsinki Metropolitan Area 
 
Housing expenses in the Helsinki Metropolitan Area are relatively high in international 
comparison. High demand on housing has been met with moderate housing production, and as 
the result the average housing prices in the Helsinki Metropolitan Area have grown further 
apart from the price development of the rest of the country (Laakso & Loikkanen 2013). 
Recently, concerns have been expressed for instance for the rising cost of housing affecting 
the overall attractiveness and competitiveness of the region (Kepsu et al. 2010), and the 
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financial capabilities of middle-class families to find housing in the inner city (Lilius 2014). It 
would appear, that the Metropolitan Area has grown to be "an attractive moving location not 
because of the housing situation, but in spite of it" (Kepsu et al. 2010: 83). Finnish real-estate 
prices are also affected by the high costs of construction, which in 2013 were the fourth 
highest in the EU, after Sweden, Denmark and Greece (Housing Europe 2015: 15). 
 
In the 1970s and 1980s housing prices in the Helsinki Metropolitan Area were heavily 
dependent on the location’s distance to the inner city area of Helsinki, prices gradually 
decreasing while distance to the inner city grows. As demonstrated by Lönnqvist and 
Vaattovaara (2004) in an analysis of housing price development in the Helsinki Metropolitan 
Area during 1988 – 2001, the development has followed a more spatially divergent path since 
the economic depression of the early 1990s. Prices have risen notably in the inner city area of 
Helsinki and in certain socio-economically specific areas in the western parts of the 
Metropolitan Area, whereas the real square meter prices in some of the more affordable 
neighborhoods have not risen in proportion.  
 
 
Figure 12.  Development of nominal housing prices of existing dwellings in housing companies in the 
  Helsinki Metropolitan Area in 2005 – 2014. Quarterly prices presented in an index where the 
  average of the year 2005 equals the value of 100. For a detailed categorization of the Helsinki 






























In Helsinki, the generally high price level of housing is strongly influenced by the high prices 
of the inner city, and differences in housing prices have grown between different parts of the 
city. Similar development is portrayed in an analysis extending from 1980 to 2008 by 
Lönnqvist (2009), who notes that despite of the trade cycles affecting the general trends of the 
whole housing market, not all areas have experienced a similar growth in housing prices.  This 
development is also exemplified in the adjoining diagram (Figure 12), demonstrating how 
since 2005 the differences in housing prices of existing dwellings in housing companies 
(owner-occupied housing) have grown both within the Metropolitan Area and different parts 
of Helsinki.  On the sub-area scale, the southernmost sub-areas have witnessed a higher rise in 
the real-estate prices than the city average. 
 
As exemplified by Figure 13 on average prices per square meter of existing dwellings in 
housing companies, in Helsinki distance from the CBD and to some extent location by the sea-
side have a clear effect on the city wide distribution of housing prices (see Lönnqvist & 
Tyrväinen 2009). As the distance to the CBD grows, the areas with a high share of detached, 
semi-detached and terraced housing stand out with relatively higher average sale prices (for 
comparison see Figure 4), although only 37.6 percent of detached housing belongs to housing 
companies.  In 2014 all ten post code areas with highest average prices were situated in the 
Southern major district. Post code areas with lowest average prices are found in the eastern 
suburbs with high share of dwellings in apartment buildings. Within the city the areal average 
prices vary from 2 129 euros to 7 153 euros per square meter (Statistics Finland 2014g). In 
2014 the average prices of dwellings in housing companies rose in all but one of the most 
expensive post code areas. Within the ten areas with lowest average prices the development is 
not as consistent, for the prices both rose up to 2.5 percent or decreased by 4.9 percent. During 
2005-2014 prices of dwellings in housing companies have risen most in the Southern and 
Central major districts. In the same period the most moderate price increase has taken place in 
several outer Helsinki areas with a high share of detached housing, which reflects on the 
recent economic situation and the associated decrease in demand for detached housing 






Figure 13.  Average prices (euros per square meter) of existing dwellings in housing companies in   
  Helsinki presented by post code areas (for a numbered index see Appendix 2). Data Source: 
  Statistics Finland 2014g 
 
Comparable to the prices of owner-occupied dwellings, also the average rental prices of both 
private and municipality (ARA) rental dwellings are strongly dependent on the distance to the 
CBD. Private rental housing in Helsinki is generally more expensive than in the other 
municipalities of the Metropolitan Area (Table 1). Within the city the affordability of private 
and municipality housing differ notably. In Helsinki the city wide average for private rental 
housing in 2014 was 17.6 euros per square meter, while the average for ARA-rental housing 
was 11.8 euros per square meter. For both rental types the most expensive area is the statistical 
Helsinki 1 -area (see Appendix 2), roughly corresponding to the area of the Southern major 
district. As a rule, the average rent per square meter decreases as the size of the dwelling 
grows. In 2014 the average rent per square meter for a privately rented studio apartment was 
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21,6 euros, for a dwelling with two rooms 16.4 euros an for a dwelling with three rooms 14.3 
euros. In municipality housing the trend is similar but not as pronounced (Helsingin kaupungin 
tietokeskus 2015a). 
 
Table 1.  Monthly rent (euros) per square meter in the Metropolitan Area in 2014, privately rented  
  and ARA-subsidized municipality rental dwellings. For a spatial reference to the statistical 





2001 - 2014 




2001 - 2014 
All ARA-
subsidized  
Helsinki 18.4 17.6 13.2 11.8 
Helsinki 1 21.0 19.1 16.4 14.4 
Helsinki 2 18.4 18.9 13.6 12.6 
Helsinki 3 18.1 15.3 13.4 12.1 
Helsinki 4 17.8 14.5 12.7 11.3 
Espoo-Kauniainen 17.7 15.0 13.0 12.2 
Vantaa 16.3 14.4 13.7 12.4 
 
 
Average rental prices of dwellings in buildings completed in 2001-2014 are generally higher 
than those of dwellings in older housing stock, both in the private and municipality sector. The 
difference between  new-build and older rental housing stock is notably high in the Helsinki 4 
-area, where new-build privately rented dwellings have on average 3.27 euros higher rental 
price per square meter. In the inner city areas the gap between new and old housing stock is 
slighter. In Helsinki 1 -area rental dwellings completed in 2000-2014 are on average 1.85 
euros per square meter more expensive, whereas in Helsinki 2 the situation is reversed and 
new-build dwellings are on average priced 0.54 euros per square meter lower than the total 
rental housing stock. 
 
In 2014 rents increased in Helsinki on average 4.0 percent, with emphasis on the rising rents 
on the private housing market.  Costs of privately rented dwellings increased on average by 
4.9 percent, and ARA-rental dwellings by 2.4 percent (Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 
2015a). In a period of 2012-2015, the average rent in Helsinki increased by 28.4 percent 
(Figure 14). Rent prices have grown in all rental types, with an especially pronounced growth 
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(31.9 percent) taking place in the rents of new rental contracts on the private market, and in 
the rents of privately rented studio apartments (35.5 percent). 
 
 
Figure 14.  Development of average rents (euros per square meter) of private rent contracts and ARA-
  rental housing in 2005-2012 in Helsinki. "New rent contracts" refers to rent contracts started 
  within the year at hand. Data Source: Statistics Finland 2012 
 
 
5.5. Characteristics of the new-build residential housing stock in Helsinki 
 
Due to differences in categorization and availability of data, this subchapter explores "new-
build" constructions in several different timeframes. When possible, the term "new-build" is 
considered to cover constructions completed during the last decade from the most recent 
available data. A similar time span is applied for example by Vaattovaara and Vuori (2002) in 
relation to the discussion on new-build housing during the 1990s. Variations in the applied 
time frames include amongst others use of the period of 2000-2013 (availability of certain data 
by City of Helsinki Urban Facts) and several statistical sources providing data only up to the 
year 2011. It is concluded, that the concept of new-build constructions is the easiest to define 
in relation to construction of new residential areas, as the development process forms one 
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During the period of 2000 - 2013 nearly 46 000 new residential dwellings have been 
completed in Helsinki (Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2013d). During this time, the most 
prominent feature in the City's land use policy concerning residential development has been 
the relocation of cargo shipping from the old, inner city harbor areas to the easterly located 
harbor of Vuosaari outside of the inner city area in 2008. Previously covering considerable 
land areas within a short distance to the CDB, those vacant land areas will be developed as 
new-build residential areas and local nodes. In the inner city area, the development of the 
Jätkäsaari sub-district (together with the sub-districts of Hernesaari and Ruoholahti forming 
the West Harbour project area) is expected to provide residence for approximately 18 000 
inhabitants, and Kalasatama (including the sub-districts of Kalasatama, Sompasaari, 
Hanasaari, Kyläsaari and Hermanninranta) for 20 000 inhabitants. Both development areas are 
scheduled to be gradually completed by the 2030s (Uutta Helsinkiä 2015a). Although only in 
an early stage of development, the areas of Jätkäsaari and Kalasatama feature prominently in 
the visualization presenting the statistical sub-districts of Helsinki with the highest amount of 
new residential housing completed in the period of 2000 to 2013 in proportion to the overall 
housing stock of the area (Figure 15).  In the beginning of the year 2015 the sub-district of 
Kalasatama was yet the only southern sub-district of the Kalasatama project area to already 
feature completed housing with a population of 1 580 residents (Helsingin kaupungin 
tietokeskus 2015c). Besides Kalasatama, also the sub-district of Kyläsaari has one completed 
residential building, which has nevertheless not been included to the following analyses due to 
its distant location in relation to the main volume of the areas new-build housing. The 
population of the sub-district of Jätkäsaari was 5 845 residents in the beginning of 2015. This 
amount also contains residents living in buildings of the southern part of the more mature 
Ruoholahti neighborhood completed in the 1990s.  From here on the place names Jätkäsaari 
and Kalasatama are used to refer to these respective sub-districts. 
 
The transforming process of inner city harbor and waterfront areas has been in the last decades 
closely connected to the global economic restructuring, technological change in shipping and 
increased competition among cities in the global hierarchy (Schubert (2011: 74).Waterfront 
areas do on their behalf provide spaces for processes advancing the host cities towards post-
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industrial urban structure. Due to their historical function channeling the flow of people and 
goods, they are often located in existing points of interaction with a considerable amount of 
potential to be further developed (Schubert 2011: 75). The new uses of these areas do not 
require the vicinity of water like the previous harbor activities, and the vicinity of the 
waterfront translates from functional necessity into capital increasing the value of the property 
under development. Schubert (2011: 76) proposes that the development of waterfront areas 
follows a certain historic pattern, where the relocation of harbor functions leads to a period of 
neglected use, which is later on followed by planning and implementation of the 
"revitalization" scheme. This planning process is often characterized by differing needs and 
demands of the local stakeholders, which may lead to indecisive planning with differing ideas 
on the best use of the properties (Taşan-Kok  & Sungu-Eryilmaz 2011: 270). This progression, 
for example, fittingly describes the development processes of the most centrally located 
waterfront areas in Tallinn, which were made possible foremost by the departure of Soviet 
military institutions from the area (Ruoppila 2007: 417). Due to unstable and fragmented 
institutional setting the City of Tallinn was unable to develop the area in a planned public-
private partnership, and in the end the area was sold to private developers – an outcome that 
has been deemed unsatisfactory for the development of the area (Ruoppila 2007: 419). The 
development process of the old inner city harbor areas of Helsinki cannot, however, be 
described with the pattern proposed by Schubert. No period of neglected use occurred, as the 
strong institutional regulation over the city's land use allowed planning of the relocation of the 
harbor functions in conjunction with the planning of the city's upcoming residential 
construction. In other words, the new residential areas have not been built on land no longer 
needed for logistic and industrial purposes, but on land freed by a comprehensive and long-
term land use planning. 
 
As exemplified by Figure 15, apart from the newly developed harbor areas the inner city area 
of Helsinki has experienced relatively moderate supplementary construction and new-build 
development. Already in most part completed, the districts of Arabianranta, Viikinmäki, 
Viikinranra, Latokartano and Alppikylä stand out with high percentage of new-build housing. 
In this subchapter the development and housing structure of the inner city areas of Jätkäsaari 
and Kalasatama are discussed more in detail, as is the recently completed waterfront district of 
71 
 
Arabianranta in the northern part of the Central major district. Unlike the land areas of 
Jätkasaari and Kalasatama, the area of Arabianranta has not been in industrial use despite the 
industrial heritage of the nearby Arabia-factory, and has been only recently developed due to a 




Figure 15.  Share of dwellings completed in 2000 - 2013 from all dwellings in the area. Sub-districts, 
  Helsinki, 31.12.2013. Data source: Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2013d 
 
In Helsinki, 84.8 percent of dwellings completed in 2005-2014 are situated in apartment 
buildings, while in Espoo and in Vantaa the corresponding numbers are 60.6 and 57.8 percent 
respectively (Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2014a, 2014b, 2014d). Detached, semi-
detached and terraced housing accounts for 14.4 percent of the dwellings build in Helsinki 
during the same period, and other building types for 0.8 percent. As for the major inner city 
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development areas, next to all new residential construction is situated in apartment buildings. 
In Kalasatama (the sub-district) 1.8 percent of the housing stock completed in 2005-2014 is 
categorized as detached, semi-detached and terraced housing due to the completion of two 
rows of town houses. The remaining 98.2 percent of the housing stock consists of apartments. 
In the sub-districts of Jätkäsaari and Arabianranta all dwellings completed in 2005-2014 are 
situated in apartment buildings (Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2013c). 
 
 
Figure 16.  Dwellings completed in 2005-2014 according to the tenure status in Helsinki and in the sub-
  districts of Arabianranta, Jätkäsaari, Kalasatama, and the total housing stock of Helsinki. The 
  category of occupant-owned dwellings contains both occupants owning shares in a housing 
  corporation and house owners. The category of other rented dwellings contains privately rented 
  dwellings and state-subsidized rental housing build in 2009-2010, where the rent and occupant 
  selection have not been regulated.  Data source: Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2013c, 2014b 
 
In Jätkäsaari the share of state-subsidized rental housing is at the moment clearly higher and 
the share of owner-occupied housing respectively lower than in the other newly-build districts 
(Figure 16). This is due to the structure of the development area; construction has started from 
the densely planned, inner end of the district and will gradually change into lower and more 
spacious housing by the shoreline areas. On these areas the occupant-ownership ratio is 
planned to be higher. The aim is to reach the City of Helsinki's objectives on tenure status over 
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distribution of different tenure statuses in Arabianranta reflects that of a completed new-build 
residential district. In Arabianranta the share of owner-occupied housing is slightly higher than 
in new-build housing in general (here completed in 2005-2014), and 16,3 percent higher than 
in the total residential housing stock of Helsinki. 
 
The distribution of different dwelling types completed in Jätkäsaari and Kalasatama between 
2005-2014 closely resembles the overall housing structure of Helsinki (Figure 17). 
Arabianranta, with its completed housing structure, has a higher share of family dwellings 
with three or more rooms. On average 49.3 percent of the city's dwellings completed in 2005-
2014 have three or more rooms, which is higher than the average share of family dwellings in 
the total housing stock, which lays at 40.2 percent. Following the City's policies on increasing 
Helsinki's attractiveness for families with children (Lilius 2014: 855-856), both Jätkäsaari and 
Kalasatama will be developed with attention to the needs of families. Especially in the 




Figure 17.  Dwellings completed in 2005-2014 according to the number of rooms in the sub-districts of 
  Arabianranta, Jätkäsaari, Kalasatama and Helsinki in generally in 2014. Kitchen and bathroom 
  are not counted as a rooms.  Data source: Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2013c, 2014b 
 
In the beginning of the planning process of Jätkäsaari, it was presumed that a majority of the 
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kaupunkisuunnitteluvirasto 2008a: 13). In 2012-2014, 29.6 percent of residents moving in to 
the sub-district migrated from outside of Helsinki, which is relatively close to the average of 
Helsinki which lays in 30.1 percent, and is slightly smaller than the average of the respective 
Southern major district in 33.5 percent (Table 2). The Jätkäsaari sub-district resembles the 
Southern major district with the high amount of senior citizens moving in from other 
municipalities - a share considerably higher than the Helsinki average. The age structures of 
the in-migrating groups coming from outside of Helsinki to Kalasatama and Arabianranta 
resemble each other more than that of Jätkäsaari. In both of the sub-districts the total share of 
in-movers coming from outside of Helsinki is lower than the city average. In all areas the 
amount of people moving from other municipalities is the highest in the age group of 18-29 
years. In the new-build areas this share might be partly affected by the amount of student 
housing in the areas  
 
Table 2.  In-migrating residents in 2012-2014 categorized by residents moving from outside of the  
  Helsinki municipality and from within Helsinki. Share from the total amount of  in-migrating 
  residents in Helsinki and in the three case-study areas in 2014 (sub-districts, not restricted to 
  new-build housing. Notice that the values represent the amount of moves, not balance between 














All age groups 30.1 33.5 30.9 24.1 29.6 25.7 
0-6 23.5 25.8 20.2 13.9 23.5 12.6 
7-17 24.9 29.1 29.3 19.9 21.4 18.7 
18–29 36.7 39.0 37.3 30.7 39.4 35.2 
30–49 25.5 27.4 23.3 17.6 22.4 16.5 
50–64 24.9 31.5 23.2 22.9 23.6 20.6 
Over 65 years 18.7 29.4 19.4 24.1 29.1 28.2 
Number of  residents  120,056 26,891 21,917 1,292 1,693 516 
Total number of in-
moving residents 399,138 80,328 70,835 5,356 5,711 2,007 
 
 
As it is to be expected, the spatial distribution of population growth in Helsinki shares a 
correlation to the production of new-build housing. During 2010 - 2014 approximately 80 
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percent of the total growth in population has concentrated on new housing completed in the 
same period of time. Simultaneously nearly one fifth of the growth has taken place in the 
oldest, pre-war part of the city’s housing stock mostly situated in the inner city area in the 
Southern and Central major districts.  It would appear, that urban living within a short distance 
to the city’s central business district is a highly interesting lifestyle for a growing number of 
people, for during the last five years approximately 44 percent of the growth in population has 
been concentrated in the inner city areas, two thirds of this portion in new-build housing and 
one third in older housing stock. (Helsingin tila ja kehitys 2015: 76).   
 
According to an estimation by the Helsinki City Executive Office, during 2015-2024 
approximately 4 568 100 square meters of residential gross floor area will be completed in 
Helsinki (Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2013e). More than a quarter (26.3 percent) of all 
residential construction during this period is estimated to be located in the sub-districts of 
Jätkäsaari, Kalasatama, Sompasaari, Kruunuvuorenranta and the adjoining district of Yliskylä. 
Other notable residential development areas include the newly build area of Kuninkaantammi 
and Honkasuo next to the Vantaa border, the supplementary construction of the sub-districts of 




5.6. New-build residential developments in a changing context  
 
In the change of the last decade, concerns were voiced that the new residential areas in 
Helsinki were not able to attract the highest income classes (Laakso & Loikkanen 1997; 
Vaattovaara & Vuori 2002). In the early 2000s almost all of the residential areas completed in 
1991-2000 profiled with income levels lower than the city's average. Only the new residential 
areas by the inner-city waterfront - Ruoholahti and newly build parts of Katajannokka - 
profiled with a higher than Helsinki's average, but lower than the Southern major districts 
average income level (Vaattovaara & Vuori 2002: 25). This observation was closely 
connected with the growing outward migration from Helsinki to the neighboring 
municipalities of the Helsinki Metropolitan Area. It was suggested, that in Helsinki the future 
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development of new residential areas should be reconsidered keeping in mind the 
attractiveness of the areas also for the higher income residents and their housing preferences 
(Laakso & Loikkanen 1997: 135; Vaattovaara & Vuori 2002; Lönnqvist 2002: 78-79). A 
decade later, the same thematics were revisited by Lönnqvist, who reassessed the socio-
economic status of the residential areas in Helsinki completed in 1991-2000 (2011). Lönnqvist 
concluded that the socio-economic profiles of these areas appeared to be slow to change, for 
most of the areas still ranked under the city's average levels measured by several socio-
economic indicators (2011: 24).  Since the 1990s, a conscious turn has been made in the 
production of new housing in Helsinki. As discussed previously concerning the current 
housing policies of the City of Helsinki, during the last decades Helsinki has in its strategic 
planning worked to increase the attractiveness of the city for families and for the middle and 
higher income classes. Besides managing the existing stock of municipality housing, 
determining the location, volume and tenure structure of the new residential constructions is 
the City's primary political tool for this purpose. These thematics appear highly topical, as the 
new waterfront development areas have opened up prime locations for residential building in 
the immediate vicinity of the sea-side. A challenging aspect of the planning is to capitalize on 
the location while developing socially sustainable and inclusive urban environment. In theory 
a balanced tenure structure should be achievable in these areas, as the land of the former 
harbor areas belongs primarily to the city (Hassinen 2008: 108).  
 
In recent discussions on housing, the roles of individuality, lifestyle and self-expression have 
been highlighted as defining factors for housing preferences (Juntto 2010: 33; Ilmavirta 
2008b; Ilmonen & Hirvonen 2008). In the competition for the wealthier tax-payers of the 
middle and higher income classes, Helsinki is following international trends and directing the 
marketing and brand building of its new-build development areas on what makes the city stand 
out in comparison to the other municipalities of the Metropolitan Area - urbanity and 
flourishing urban lifestyle. This tendency is also visible in Jätkäsaari and Kalasatama, which 
are both marketed as areas offering individual and expressive housing options in the 
immediate vicinity of the CBD. Both areas will be completed with loft-type apartments and 
rows of town-houses, an improved take on the typical Finnish row-house echoing the 
aesthetics of Southern UK and the old East Coast cities in the US. Development plans of 
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Kalasatama also include dedicated areas reserved for construction of floating dwellings (Uutta 
Helsinkiä 2015b). In international examples of new waterfront residential developments the 
development of similar housing stock has been linked to efforts to attract higher-income 
groups as a way to diminish existing or potential social problems. For example in Rotterdam, 
the Netherlands and Antwerp, Belgium, these policies have led to the formation of socially 
polarized neighborhoods that have not been properly integrated to the surrounding areas 
(Taşan-Kok  & Sungu-Eryilmaz 2011: 270-271). 
 
The emphasized aspects of lifestyle do not only include individuality in housing, esthetics and 
local history, but reflect also other qualities important for the modern, innovative and forward-
thinking residents. The marketing of both Jätkäsaari and Kalasatama emphasizes ecological 
aspects and new forms of functionality, such as "smart" planning, renewable energy and new 
forms of urban services. Kalasatama has been named the model district of "Helsinki Smart 
City"-initiative (Uutta Helsinkiä 2015c). The industrial history of the Kalasatama district is 
pronouncedly included in the development and narrative of the area, and is for instance 
recreated in the area's nomenclature.  Street names in the southern part of the Kalasatama sub-
district are named after steam freighters that used to operate in the former cargo harbor, and 
street names in the northern part of the Sompasaari sub-district recall names of vessels 
belonging to a private 19th century merchant navy (Uutta Helsinkiä 2015c). Also a naming 
practice from the 19th century has been resurrected, as the individual city blocks have been 
named after old slang expressions for professional titles of harbor workers (Uutta Helsinkiä 
2015d).   
 
In Kalasatama, the marketing aspects of urbanity, industrial heritage, creativity and cultural 
capital have been recognized early on in the planning process, and are present for example in 
the areas Partial city plan (Helsingin kaupunkisuunnitteluvirasto 2008b: 53-54). The 
marketing of Kalasatama for future residents has been assembled around themes of 
storytelling and narrative, binding the new-build district to its history and creating a versatile 
identity. This aspect of narrative marketing is present widely in the City of Helsinki's recent   
brand-building work, currently in the project "Brand new Helsinki" (Brand new Helsinki 
2015) developing a city-wide promotional narrative. "The  Kalasatama tale" (Uutta Helsinkiä 
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2015e) combines economic, functional, innovative and social elements, and  imagines the area 
as "the local Top-Dog", "the Seaside Superhub", the Smart City" and as "the Community 2.0 -
“taking the ‘ban’ out of ‘urban".  In this narrative the district strives for a strong urban 
community, that would be an active actor in the formation of the local identity;  
 
"Kalasatama offers room for the urban culture to develop – in fact, the City of 
Helsinki has encouraged this in a variety of ways, inviting citizens to come and claim 
the area. The result has been pop-up restaurants, art projects and events for all tastes" 
(Uutta Helsinkiä 2015e) 
 
This market oriented identity-building creates an interesting contradiction, as the planning and 
execution of the tenure and housing structures of the area support the formation of a socio-
economically and demographically mixed resident base (Helsingin kaupunki- 
suunnitteluvirasto 2008b: 19), but the marketing and brand building of the districts appear to 
be heavily directed for the young urban-seeking classes. Some of the marketing of the 
Kalasatama area does not only resemble the lifestyle and aesthetic preferences associated with 
gentrification, but straightforwardly invites the potential residents to identify as the active, 
pioneering residents of the classic, first-wave gentrification; 
 
"Kalasatama is all about doing things together; it’s an ecosystem for all of us. 
Located a stone’s throw from the cultural offerings of Suvilahti and always within 
striking distance of the delicacies of Tukkutori market, Kalasatama is everything a 
bold pioneer could wish for!" (Uutta Helsinkiä 2015e) 
 
The narrative of the marketing and brand-building of the area appears to be reproducing 
aesthetics of authenticity, a concept discussed in length by Zukin (2008). The connections to 
the lifestyle associated with the creative, young, culturally oriented groups - i.e. the 
gentrifying classes - are obvious. The reference to the pioneering quality of the in-moving 
groups highlights the distance between the targeted audience (urban, middle or higher income 
groups, buying into lifestyle appropriate aesthetics) and the aspired lifestyle (urban, artistic, 





The planning process of Jätkäsaari shares to some extent similar characteristics. Already in the 
early 2000s - prior to any completed detailed planning - the planning of Jätkäsaari was 
claimed to be an epitome of new, more quality-centered and individual residential 
development in the context of Helsinki's social mixing policies (Niska 2002). Starting from 
2008, the development of Jätkäsaari has been accompanied with new ways of brand building 
and city-led marketing of the developing district. The marketing strategy has included a 
unified visual design accompanied with a set of slogans present in the construction area and in 
the communications material, and a fictional book reimaging life in the old harbor area. This 
marketing serves the purpose of informing and preparing citizens for future change within the 
existing urban structure, as well as creates an alluring story and identity for the area recalling 
themes of urbanity and industrial heritage. Jätkäsaari is envisioned as a new urban part of the 
inner city area, offering diverse housing options, urban lifestyle and attracting families with 
children (Helsingin kaupunkisuunnitteluvirasto 2010: 9). A specialty in the Jätkäsaari Detail 
plan are the strict guidelines for the uppermost floor of the buildings, which is to create a 
"Parisian" rooftop world with interesting and individual apartments (Helsingin 
kaupunkisuunnitteluvirasto 2010: 16). An inspiration for the planning of Jätkäsaari has also 
been Stockholm's Södermalm (Hassinen 2008: 111), a former working class area now in all 
parts gentrified. Nevertheless, prevention of social segregation has been considered in the 
planning of Jätkäsaari since the initiation of the planning process (Hassinen 2008).  The detail 
plan consists of diverse building types attracting residents from varying socio-economic 
classes. Tenure types are planned to mix in the block level in all sub-areas of the district, 
however in a way that the lower residential blocks near the western shoreline have a higher 
share of unregulated, privately developed housing than the inner sub-areas.  A challenging 
aspect of the gradual completion of the area is to avoid the construction of a high momentary 
surplus of large, unregulated dwellings. Whereas the owner-occupied price regulated hitas-
housing and municipality housing are on high demand, the market for large, new and 
unregulated dwellings is smaller (Hassinen 2008: 109). 
 
Unlike Kalasatama and Jätkäsaari, the district of Arabianranta has been fully completed since 
the summer of 2015 and is currently providing housing for approximately 8 000 residents 
(Uutta Helsinkiä 2015f). Although discussed here together with the newer development areas 
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for its scale and vicinity to the CBD and the waterfront, the marketing of Arabianranta 
represents a different ideology than that of Jätkäsaari or Kalasatama. Mäenpää (2011: 102-
103) argues that the image building of the district has been the outcome slightly inconsistent 
and varied messaging, which has however turned out to create a more diverse identity for the 
neighborhood that a marketing strategy build on one polished theme would have been able to.  
The residents of Arabianranta generally seem to perceive the public image of their 
neighborhood as good (Mäenpää 2007). Through the positive image and reputation of the area 
living there appears as a kind of a verification for the resident's lifestyle (Mäenpää 2011: 102).  
The image of Arabianranta combines traces from the areas industrial history, public art, and 
technology. These themes are representative for the image of modern urban culture (Mäenpää 
2011: 103-104). As it happens, they have their origins in the areas history and existing 
functions without the need to be invented or purposefully rediscovered. Mäenpää finds the 
situation more problematic considering the marketing of new-build areas with little contact to 
existing urban structure and next to no existing identity. He exemplifies this challenge to the 
marketing process of Jätkäsaari, which has faced the paradox of developing a promotable 
image for a residential area with no clear existing identity to be improved (2011: 104). 
 
As discussed, especially the marketing of the Kalasatama district is directed to attract groups 
with certain expectations and lifestyle preferences. Whether the aspiration for attracting these 
affluent, creative urban seeking groups translates from image building of the symbolic city 
space into the physical landscape of these areas is debatable. On the other hand both Jätkäsaari 
and Kalasatama offer individual and expressive housing solutions, but the total share of town-
houses, rooftop apartments or apartments inspired with loft-living from the overall housing 
stock is minor and concentrated on the high-end of the residence spectrum. Similar 
observations are noted by Ilmavirta (2008a, 2008b) in relation to the development of the Pasila 
Konepaja district, where the residential buildings represent the conventional building style 
without additional elements designed to appeal to the same groups the area's marketing is 
directed for. Ilmavirta explains that 
 
"…according to the developer, these kinds of elements have even been avoided on the 
grounds that the Finns do not care for them. It would appear, that dwellings 
constructed in the area partly collide with the aspired image of the district. 
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Endeavours to ensure the sales appear to restrain the construction of untraditional 
housing solutions" (Ilmavirta 2008b: 289, translation from Finnish by the author). 
  
Interestingly, this notion differs drastically from the observations of Davidson (2007: 495-496) 
on the developer-led planning of London's new riverfront residential developments. According 
to Davidson, NBG as it is currently occurring in London, is characterized by an emphasis on 
the residential buildings design and building standard, and an architectural style that Davidson 
categorizes as "metropolitan". Although accordingly motivated by market demand as the 
developers in Ilmavirta's example, developers in Davidson's case areas have experienced that 
this objective was best produced by significant investments in the developments' architectural 
aesthetics (Davidson 2007: 495). Another notable difference between these two case areas is 
how their relation to the existing urban structure is promoted. The marketing of London's 
riverfront developments strongly emphasizes the area's vicinity and connection to the urbanity 
of London City, and tends to share next to no connections to the surrounding neighborhood. 
Similarly the architecture of the new-developments shares no references to the neighboring 
districts (Davidson 2007: 496-498). This setting is different in the marketing of the Helsinki 
case areas, which have on the contrary strongly emphasized the areas' connections to the 
industrial histories of the surrounding areas. Although the architecture of the completed new-
build housing differs considerably from the surrounding districts and could be described as 
rather generic, connections have been sought between the new and existing architecture. In 
Jätkäsaari the density and structure of housing blocks continues the urban fabric of the old 
inner city area, and in Kalasatama the consistent use of red tile facades echoes the atmosphere 
of the nearby housing-stock. For its part, these observation further distance the current 
development of new-build housing in Helsinki from the contextual background the 







6. Analysis on the socio-economic structure of new-build housing 
 
 
This chapter presents the results of the quantitative analysis on the socio-economic structure of 
the new-build residential areas in Helsinki, which has been structured to highlight the socio-
economic indicators relevant for defining gentrification. The results are presented both in the 
form of choropleth maps visualized in the 250 meters times 250 meters grid, and statistics on 
the level of the major districts and the cases study areas. Although all data is presented, it is 
worth noting, that in some of these areas the amount of grid cells with a housing stock 
predominantly consisting of new-build housing is low, and is in no way statistically 
significant. The amount of cells included in the formation of any area based key ratio is 
presented in the tables. 
 
Due to differences in the year of the most recent data, the chosen indicators represent three 
slightly different settings. Data on the age structure of the population is available in the YKR 
Database (SYKE 2014), and dating to 31.12.2014 provides a recent look to the whole study 
area. Similarly YKR data on the yearly median income of households covers a sufficient part 
of the most recent residential developments, as it dates to 31.12.2013 (SYKE 2013). Data on 
the educational structure, income and unemployment rate on the other hand is provided by the 
Grid Database (Statistics Finland 2013a), which dates to 31.12.2011. This date is not able to 
capture the most recent developments, and thus the new-build housing of the Jätkäsaari and 
Kalasatama sub-districts is not included. Nevertheless, these case study areas will be discussed 
with more recent data from the Urban Facts Helsinki. 
 
The relation of the grid cells with predominantly new-build housing to the remaining housing 
stock is best presented in the visualizations of the grid data, as it is not restricted to any 
statistical areas. This relation is also discussed on the major district level comparing the socio-
economic and demographic indicators of the district's older and newer housing stock. 
Additionally, the indicators of the new-build development areas of Jätkäsaari and Arabianranta 
are compared to the older and closely adjoining housing stock of these areas. In Jätkäsaari this 
includes the older housing in the Jätkäsaari sub-district and housing in the southern part of the 
Ruoholahti sub-districts. These areas together form a continuous urban structure framed in the 
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north by Itämerenkatu and in the east by Hietalahdenranta. In Arabianranta the older housing 
of the Arabianranta sub-district and the housing in the Toukola and Vanhakaupunki sub-
districts are included to the comparison. Likewise, these areas form a continuous housing area 
restricted in the west by Kustaa Vaasan tie and in the north by Koskelantie. In the following 
tables these adjoining areas are listed under the category "other" next to the category of new-
build areas. The new-build area of Kalasatama, on the other hand, does not currently have any 
existing residential buildings in its immediate vicinity, and is thus not compared to any 
surrounding areas. In the future the new-build area will expand to the vicinity of the 





6.1.1. Age structure 
Concerning the age structure of the new-build areas, the focus here lays in the share of 
inhabitants belonging to the age groups associated with the gentrifying groups. For this 
purpose, two separate groups, 18-29 years and 30-49 years are applied. Considering studies on 
the slightly higher average ages of groups associated with NBG (Rerat 2011: 233) the main 
interest is in the share of the latter age group.   
 
On the major district level, the share of inhabitants aged 18-29 years is highest in the Central 
major district, where 23.3 percent of inhabitants living in the areas of the predominantly new-
build grid cells and 26.7 percent of the population in the remaining cells belong to the named 
age group (Table 3). The share of 30-49 year old inhabitants is highest in the new-build 
housing in the Southern major district (35.7 percent) and in the Central major district (35.3 
percent). Based on this data, it would appear that on the major district level all the districts 
have a higher share of 30-49 year old inhabitants in the new-build than in the older housing. 
The share of inhabitants belonging to the age group of 18-29 vary, and the share is only higher 





Table 3.  Share of inhabitants aged 18-29 and 30-49 years from all inhabitants in the major districts of  
  Helsinki and in the case study areas.  Category "new-build" refers to grid cells with new-build 
  housing accounting for over 75 percent for the cell's total residential gross floor area.  Helsinki 
  31.12.2014. Data source: SYKE 2014. 
  
Share of population 
 aged 18–29 (%) 
Share of population 
 aged 30–49 (%) 
Amount of 
grid cells   
  New-build Other  New-build  Other  New-build  Other  
Southern major district 21.8 21.8 35.7 32.4 13 156 
 - Jätkäsaari 23.7 25.0 36.1 28.5 6  7 
Western major district 22.5 21.0 31.0 28.2 12 291 
Central major district 23.3 26.7 35.3 33.7 22 133 
 - Arabianranta  21.8 29.4 34.2 28.6 8 9 
 - Kalasatama  32.2 - 32.3 - 3  0 
Northern major district 11.5 13.5 33.7 26.3 4 185 
North-eastern major district 19.2 16.7 32.4 26.7 41 319 
South-eastern major district 11.9 15.9 29.7 28.8 6 170 
Eastern major district 13.2 15.8 30.7 26.0 22 302 
Östersundom major district - 11.2 - 32.9 0 6 
 
All the three cases study areas have on average a higher share of 30-49 year old inhabitants 
than the new-build housing in their respective major districts, the share varying from 32.3 
(Kalasatama) to 36.1 (Jätkäsaari) percent of the total population (Table 3). The share of 18-29 
year old inhabitants in Jätkäsaari (23.7 percent) is slightly higher than the average of the 
Southern major district (21.8 percent) and in Arabianranta (21.8 percent) slightly lower than in 
the Central major district (23.3), but in Kalasatama considerably higher (32.2 percent) than in 
the surrounding major district. This might be partly due to the early completion of a 
considerable amount of student housing in the area. 
The spatial variation on the shares of these age groups are visualized in the Figures 18 and 19. 
On the scale of the 250 meters times 250 meters grid, some grid cells stand out with an 
exceptionally high amount of inhabitants aged 18-29. The share of inhabitants belonging to 
this age group rises above 90 percent in a few grid cells which predominantly contain student 
housing, and are located to the sub-districts of Vallila and Viikki. In Helsinki the current 
custom is to build student housing on separate buildings, and as there is no mixing in building 
level the share of students in the scale of one grid cell can rise high. The range of the share of 
inhabitants belonging to the age group of 30-49 years is shorter, and the share varies between 
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0.0 and 59.4 percent. On the grid cell level, the highest shares are found in the southern part of 
the Central major district, which also forms a notable concentration of cells belonging to the 
group with the highest share of inhabitants aged 30-49. (Figure 19).  
 
 
Figure 18. Share of inhabitants aged 18-29 years from all inhabitants. Helsinki 31.12.2014. Data  










Figure 19. Share of inhabitants aged 30-49 years from all inhabitants. Helsinki 31.12.2014. Data  
  presented in a 250 meters times 250 meters grid. Data source: SYKE 2014. 
 
6.1.2. Income level 
On the scale of the grid based data, the spatial division of different income groups in Helsinki 
and in the Metropolitan Area is well known. As demonstrated by Kortteinen et al. (2005b) 
concerning the inner diversity of the highest income groups, income level itself is still not an 
indicator for certain lifestyle or housing preferences. However, a middle or higher income 
level is one indicator for gentrification if the phenomenon is defined by contrasting socio-
economic status of in-moving and existing population. Similarly the aspect of self-expression 
through consumption preferences calls for discussion on income.    
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For NBG, the most interesting question is in which way the income levels of the new-build 
areas relate to their surrounding areas, to each other and to the rest of the city in general. Here 
the income levels of these areas are observed with three indicators. The median yearly income 
of households provides data reaching until the end of 2013, which also includes the case study 
areas of Kalasatama and Jätkäsaari. The rest of the new-build areas are also analyzed in 
relation to their mean yearly incomes (per capita) and by comparing the shares of income 
recipients belonging to the lowest, middle and to the highest decile-based income categories. 
 
Table 4.  The yearly median gross income of households in 31.12.2013 and the mean yearly gross  
  income per income recipient in 31.12.2011 in the major districts of Helsinki and in the case 
  study areas.  The category "new-build" refers to the grid cells with new-build housing  
  accounting for over 75 percent for the cell's total residential gross floor area.  Helsinki  
  31.12.2011. Data  source:  Statistics Finland 2013a, SYKE 2013. 














build Other  
New-
build Other  
 New-
build Other  
New-
build Other  
Southern major district    62,056 54,049 12 155  70,893 50,501 4 160 
 - Jätkäsaari 
 
56,572 43,646 6 7  - 34,469 0 4 
Western major district 49 036 50,646 12 280  33,140 36,736 9 284 
Central major district 53 514 37,248 19 131  36,520 28,227 13 135 
 -Arabia  
 
50,472 34,757 8 9  33,882 31,601 6 3 
 -Kalasatama  47 514 - 3 0  - - 0 0 
Northern major district 79 904 67,339 4 184  42,118 40,622 1 189 
North-eastern major district 43 543 52,446 37 315  30,032 32,114 30 321 
South-eastern major district 78 756 62,003 6 170  61,190 45,128 6 169 
Eastern major district 60 237 46,592 23 297  38,071 31,252 18 301 
Östersundom major district - 117,059 0 9  - 67,297 0 8 
 
On the city level, the indicator of households’ median yearly income provides a pattern 
favoring areas with relatively high income levels and share of family-sized housing (Figure 
20). Compared to the visualization of yearly mean incomes per income recipient (Figure 21), 
especially the northern districts with a considerable amount of detached, semi-detached and 
terraced housing are highlighted (for reference see Figures 8 and 9). Concerning the 
differences in income levels between new-build and older housing however, both indicators 
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show rather similar results. In all major districts except the Western and North-eastern ones 
both the median income of households and the mean income per income recipient are higher 
in the new-build areas than in the remaining housing stock (Table 4). This observation also 
translates to the district level, as in both Jätkäsaari and Arabianranta the new-build areas have 
on average a higher income level than the surrounding districts (Ruoholahti, Toukola and 
Vanhakaupunki). The difference in the median income of households could be explained by 
the housing structure of the new-build developments favoring larger, family-sized apartments, 
but since similar results are observed in the mean incomes per capita this is not to be taken as 
the only interpretation.   
 
 
Figure 20. Median yearly income of households.  Helsinki 31.12.2013. Data presented in a 250 meters 




Interestingly, in both the Southern and the Central major districts the median income of the 
households is lower in the case study areas than in the districts’ predominantly new-build grid 
cells in generally. This might be explained by the implementation of the objectives on 
balanced tenure structure in Kalasatama and Jätkäsaari, which are planned to be fulfilled 
concerning the whole project areas, but have in the early construction period focused more on 
subsidized housing. In the completed Arabianranta sub-district the income levels are already 
closer to the Central major district’s average for new-build housing.  
 
 
Figure 21. Mean yearly income of income recipients aged 18 or older.  Helsinki 31.12.2011. Data  
  presented in a 250 meters  times 250 meters grid. Data source: Statistics Finland 2013a. 
As mean and median income are based on absolute differences in the amount of income, 
income categories provide a more balanced way to compare different areas. For example in 
relation to mean income, an exceptionally high yearly income from a single income recipient 
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can already drastically shift the average income of a 250 meters times 250 meters grid cell 
area. The use of income categories might lose some specificity of the data as the city-wide 
variation of income levels is divided into only three categories, but on the other hand each 
income recipient has an equal effect on the indicator’s formation. 
 
Table 5.  Share of income recipients belonging to the lowest, middle and to the highest decile-based 
  income  categories in the major districts of Helsinki and in the case study areas.  Category 
  "new-build" refers to grid cells with new-build housing accounting for over 75 percent for 
  the cell's total residential gross floor area.  Helsinki 31.12.2011. Data source: Statistics Finland 












build Other  
New-
build Other  
New-
build Other  
New-
build Other  
Southern major district  16.0 15.4 45.4 45.8 38.7 38.7 4 160 
 - Jätkäsaari - 17.8 - 46.4 - 31.0 0 8 
Western major district 18.9 18.1 50.0 54.7 31.1 27.2 9 284 
Central major district 16.9 20.8 48.4 57.8 34.7 21.4 13 135 
 - Arabia  19.7 18.1 48.6 53.0 31.7 26.6 6 11 
 - Kalasatama  - - - - - - 0 0 
Northern major district 9.6 15.6 47.0 50.4 43.4 34.0 1 189 
North-eastern major district 18.4 19.2 55.5 57.5 26.1 23.2 30 321 
South-eastern major district 9.1 18.0 40.0 53.6 50.9 28.4 6 169 
Eastern major district 12.4 21.5 52.9 59.3 34.6 19.2 18 301 
Östersundom major district - 11.2 - 29.6 - 59.2 0 8 
 
The proportions of income recipients belonging to the low, middle and high income groups on 
their behalf support the observations made on grounds of the other indicators for income level. 
The share of income recipients belonging to the highest income group formed by the highest 
income deciles (9 and 10) is on the major-district level generally higher in the new-build areas 
than in the remaining residential areas (Table 5). Only in the Southern major district this share 
is equally high in both groupings of housing stock. The difference between the share of the 
highest income group in the predominantly new-build and older housing stock is on the major 
district level on average 9.1 percentage points, and is especially wide in the South-eastern 
major district where the difference is 22.5 percentage points. Concerning the case study areas, 
in the new-build area of Arabianranta the highest income group accounts for 31.7 percent of 
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all income recipients, while the corresponding share in the older housing stock and in the 
surrounding districts of Toukola and Vanhakaupunki is 26.6 percent. Jätkäsaari and 
Kalasatama are not yet featured in this data from the end of 2011, but the existing housing 
stock in Jätkäsaari and the neighboring Ruoholahti sub-district has a lower share of income 
recipients belonging to the highest income category (31.0 percent) as the overall share of older 
housing in the Southern major district (38.7 percent). On the grid cell level, the share of 
income recipients belonging to the highest income group varies from 0.0 to 76.4 percent 
(Figure 22). The highest individual cell values are found in areas consisting predominantly of 
detached housing in the sub-district of Östersundom and Jollas. 
 
 
Figure 22. Share of income recipients (aged 18 or older) belonging to the highest income category  
  (income deciles 9-10). Helsinki 31.12.2011. Data presented in a 250 meters times 250 meters 
  grid. Data source: Statistics Finland 2013a. 
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The shares of income recipients belonging to the middle income category (formed by the 
income deciles 3-8) and to the lowest income category (deciles 1-2) vary more on the levels of 
the major districts and the case study areas. The share of income recipients belonging to the 
middle income category is generally highest in the Eastern, North-eastern and Western major 
districts (Table 5, Figure 23). In all major districts, the share of income recipients belonging to 
the middle income category is 0.4 - 13.6 percentage points higher in the older housing stock 
than in the new-build areas. As also the share of the lowest income category is higher in the 
older housing stock (with the exception of the Southern and Western major districts), the 
lower amount of the population belonging to the middle income category is mostly explained 
by the high share of inhabitants belonging to the highest income category on these areas.  
 
Figure 23. Share of income recipients (aged 18 or older) belonging to the middle income category (income 
  deciles 3-8). Helsinki 31.12.2011. Data presented in a 250 meters times 250 meters grid. Data 
  source: Statistics Finland 2013a. 
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In the Western and Southern major districts and in the Arabianranta sub-district the share of 
income recipients forming the lowest income category is slightly higher in the new-build areas 
than in the remaining part of the housing stock. This is most likely caused by the amount of 
subsidized and student housing introduced in the new inner city development areas, which is 
considerably higher than in the majority of the older, pre-war housing stock. On the grid cell 
level the share of income recipients belonging to the lowest income category varies between 
0.0 and 88.0 percent - individual shares that once again are most probably affected by 
specialized housing and spaciously build urban structure.  
 
 
Figure 24. Share of income recipients (aged 18 or older) belonging to the lowest income category (income 
  deciles 1-2). Helsinki 31.12.2011. Data presented in a 250 meters times 250 meters grid. Data 




6.1.3. Educational level and unemployment rate 
The share of inhabitants with a lower or higher academic degree (from here on referred as 
tertiary education) is higher in the grid cells categorized as new-build areas in a majority of the 
major districts (Table 6). Only in the Southern major district the share of inhabitants with an 
academic degree is higher in the areas with older (45.1 percent) than with new-build housing 
stock (42.4 percent). Besides these areas, the highest shares of inhabitants with an academic 
degree are found in the new-build areas of the South-Eastern (43.8 percent) and Central (43.0 
percent) major districts. This share is lowest in the old housing stock of the Eastern (17.5 
percent) and North-eastern (21.0 percent) major districts. On average the share of inhabitants 
with completed tertiary education is 7.8 percentage points lower in the older than in the new-
build housing stock. Inner variation is still notable - this difference is only 0.2 points in the 
Western major district and 13.8 in the South-eastern major district.  
 
Table 6.  The share of unemployed inhabitants from the total labor force and the share of inhabitants 
  aged 18  or older with a completed tertiary education in the major districts of Helsinki and in 
  the case  study areas.  Category "new-build"  refers to grid cells with new-build housing  
  accounting for over 75 percent of the cell's total residential gross floor area.  Helsinki  
  31.12.2011. Data  source: Statistics Finland 2013a. 
  
Share of unemployed 
 inhabitants (%) 
Share of inhabitants with 
an academic degree (%) 
Amount of grid cells 
 
  New-build Other New-build Other New-build Other 
Southern major district  5.5 4.6 42.4 45.1 4 160 
 - Jätkäsaari - 6.4 - 31.5 0 8 
Western major district 6.9 6.2 31.9 31.7 9 284 
Central major district 4.2 7.9 43.0 31.0 13 135 
 - Arabianranta  3.4 7.2 42.2 36.0 6 11 
 - Kalasatama  - - - - 0 0 
Northern major district 4.3 6.4 41.2 32.8 1 189 
North-eastern major district 5.8 8.1 30.9 21.0 30 321 
South-eastern major district 3.4 8.3 43.8 30.0 6 169 
Eastern major district 5.7 11.2 30.6 17.5 18 301 





On the grid cell level the share of inhabitants with a completed tertiary education varies 
between 0.9 and 71.9 percent, with no consistent spatial pattern in the distribution of the 
lowest and highest shares. It is again probable that these extreme values are produced in grid 
cells with specialized housing. Overall, the visualization of the grid data suggests, that the 
highest concentrations of inhabitants with academic education are found in the inner city 
areas, in the areas with predominantly detached housing and in the vicinity of the shoreline 
(Figure 25). 
 
Figure 25. Share of inhabitants with a completed tertiary education from all adult inhabitants  
  (aged 18 or older). Helsinki 31.12.2011. Data presented in a 250 meters times 250 meters grid. 
  Data source: Statistics Finland 2013a. 
In the sub-district of Kalasatama, in the beginning of 2015 40.0 percent of inhabitants aged 15 
years or older had a higher or lower academic degree or a short cycle tertiary education 
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corresponding to the ISCED level 51 (Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2015b, 2015c). The 
corresponding share in the Central major district was slightly lower, 39.5 percent. It is good to 
note that this statistic is not fully corresponding to the data derived from the Grid Database, as 
both the definition of the degree and age categories is slightly wider. In the sub-district of 
Jätkäsaari the same value is 43.6 percent, which is lower than the average of the Southern 
district at 52.9 percent. The sub-district of Kalasatama consists solely of new-build housing, 
unlike the sub-district of Jätkäsaari, which includes the southern part of the Ruoholahti 
neighborhood with housing stock from the 1990s. 
 
 
Figure 26. The share of unemployed inhabitants from the total labor force Helsinki 31.12.2011. Data 
  presented in a 250 meters times 250 meters grid. Data source: Statistics Finland 2013a. 
                                                          
1Alin korkea-aste, including for example the degrees of a nurse or an agrologist.  
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On the major district level, the share of unemployed from the labor force is on average 2.4 
percentage points lower in the new-build areas than in the older housing stock (Table 6). In the 
Southern major district the share of unemployed is higher in the cells with predominantly new-
build housing (5.5 percent) than in older housing stock (4.6 percent). Both of these values are 
still low compared to other parts of the city. Also in the Western major district the 
unemployment rate is slightly higher in the new-build (6.9 percent) than in the older areas (6.2 
percent). Overall, the unemployment rate is highest in the older housing stock of the Eastern 
major district and lowest in the Östersundom major district. In the new-build housing stock of 
Arabianranta the unemployment rate at the end of 2011 was lower (3.4 percent) than in the 
new-build housing in the Central major district in general (4.2 percent). In the sub-district of 
Jätkäsaari the unemployment rate as of 31.12.2012 was 5.4 percent, as the mean in the 
Southern major district was 5.1 percent (Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus 2012). The share of 
unemployed inhabitants in a 250 meters times 250 meters grid cell varies from 0.0 to 58.0 
percent (Figure 26). 
 
6.2. Socio-economic characteristics of the new-build housing areas 
 
To summarize the results of the previous chapter, the socio-economic status is analyzed on the 
level of income, the share of academically educated inhabitants and the unemployment rate, 
and is generally higher in the new-build areas than in their respective major districts. 
Similarly, indicators based on data allowing comparison between the case study areas of 
Jätkäsaari and Arabianranta and their surrounding residential areas suggest, that the population 
of the new-build areas have higher socio-economic status. Although this relation between 
new-build and older housing stock is present in district level comparison, the general 
differences in socio-economic status between separate parts of the city are still highly 
determined. Differences in the socio-economic status of predominantly new-build grid cells 
have considerable spatial variation, and are generally the highest in the inner-city and in new-





Besides the socio-economic status, also the demographic structure of the new-build areas 
based on the age structure seems to support the notion, that the characteristics associated with 
gentrifying groups are more pronounced in the population of predominantly new-build areas 
than in the resident base of the surrounding older housing stock. Exceptions to this observation 
are the area of Jätkäsaari and other minor new-build areas in the Southern major district, 
which have an age structure better fitting to the gentrifying groups but a lower educational and 
income level than the older housing stock in the Southern major district. 
 
Altogether, the socio-economic standing of the new-build areas completed since 2002 appears 
to be in many ways different than the socio-economic structure of new-build housing 
completed during the 1990s (as described by Vaattovaara & Vuori 2002). The inner city case 
study areas have so far been successful in attracting residents from the highest income groups 
while simultaneously providing opportunities for lower income groups to find subsidized 
housing in the area, unlike the 1990s developments which placed measured by several socio-






7. Analysis and discussion 
 
This study set out to answer to the following three research questions. The first question was 
aimed to outline the local framework for the existence of NBG, asking how do the local 
contextual factors, such as housing policy, housing market and the housing stock in Helsinki 
define the local prerequisites for the existence and form of NBG as defined by the critical 
gentrification research perspective? This discussion was connected to the developments of 
certain new-build areas in Helsinki by the second research question (to what extent can the 
development of the three case study areas be described as NBG as defined by the critical 
gentrification research perspective? Finally, to connect this local setting to the international 
discourse, a third research question was posed asking what does the conceptual framework of 
NBG in Helsinki tell about the applicability of the concept of NBG?  
 
In order to answer the second research question the arguments for NGB by Davidson and Lees 
(2005) are here revisited individually. It is important to remember that the arguments for NBG 
were not presented as a defining list of characteristics, but as a framework illuminating how 
different aspects present in the phenomenon relate to the discourse on gentrification. This 
brings a level of obscurity to the definition of NBG on a more detailed scale, as, like Boddy 
(2007: 99) points out, Davidson and Lees do not indicate which characteristic or which 
combinations of them they deem necessary to define NBG. Following Davidson and Lees, 
here these four arguments for the existence of the phenomenon are applied as a structural 
framework for considering diverse aspects of the phenomenon overlapping the local 
contextual framework. Discussion on the first argument relies on the results of the empirical 
GIS-analysis, the remaining three arguments are discussed in light of the local context drafted 
in the earlier chapters of this thesis. 
 
1) Socio-economic upgrading of the area - in-movers represent the urban new middle 
classes with higher income. Based on the analysis conducted on the Grid and YKR Databases 
and supplementary sub-district based data, the population of the new-build areas in 
Kalasatama and Arabianranta place higher on several socio-economic indicators than the 
surrounding areas. The share of inhabitants with a completed tertiary education is higher in 
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these areas than in the surrounding Central major district, and in Arabianranta also higher than 
in the new-build areas of the major district on average. Both areas also have a higher share of 
population belonging to the highest income category than the Central major district, although 
the median and mean incomes are slightly smaller. Unlike Kalasatama and Arabianranta, 
measured by these socio-economic indicators Jätkäsaari places lower than the surrounding 
Southern major district. The share of inhabitants with an academic degree is lower than the 
major district's average and the unemployment rate is higher. The results concerning Jätkäsaari 
should nevertheless be interpreted bearing in mind that they also include a portion of older 
housing stock from the 1990s belonging to the same sub-district. Not just the socio-economic 
status of these case areas, but also the status of all the predominantly new-build areas was 
generally higher than that of the surrounding major districts and often higher than the areas in 
the immediate vicinity, as seen in the visualizations of the grid-based data. This observation 
applies to all but a few exceptions and to the Southern major district, which has predominantly 
higher socio-economic indicators on the older than new-build housing stock. 
2) Capital is reinvested in disinvested urban areas which are often, but not necessarily 
brownfield sites. Capital is invested, but not necessarily in disinvested areas. Concerning the 
development areas of Jätkäsaari, Kalasatama and Kruunuvuorenranta, the relocation of the 
harbor in Vuosaari served both the needs of the growing harbor activities and enabled the 
development of new residential areas within a close distance to the CBD. This procedure was 
a major strategic resolution directing the City's future land use in the inner city areas and 
ensuring the availability of developable City-owned land in order to answer to the housing 
demand of the upcoming years. As these areas are situated in locations with a high land value 
and they have been opened up due to political will, not lacking usage, it does not seem fitting 
to address this change as reinvestment in disinvested areas. In connection to the discussion of 
the possible displacing effect of NBG, this setting verifies the notion that the in-moving 
groups are more likely to differ from the population of the surrounding areas by their 
demographic structure and phase of life, not so much from socio-economic factors. The 
locations of the new-build residential areas of Jätkäsaari and Kalasatama do not create a 
situation, where new-build housing developments are situated in the vicinity of disinvested 
and socio-economically disadvantaged neighborhoods. 
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3) A gentrified landscape or aesthetic is produced. Interestingly, the recreation of 
gentrification aesthetics is more present in the marketing and brand-building of some of the 
new development areas as it is in the actual completed housing production. It would appear, 
that the city space of the new areas - especially that of Kalasatama - is being symbolically 
constructed to appeal for urban seeking creative classes. In both Jätkäsaari and Kalasatama 
new types of housing types and solutions have been introduced, and in this respect the housing 
production of these new-build areas seems to support trends of individuality end expressivity 
as housing functions. However, the majority of the new housing stock does not significantly 
differ from the standard housing construction. If classic gentrification witnesses the alteration 
of cultural capital into economic capital (Ley 2003), this kind of development could be 
described as the change from symbolic to economic capital. 
4) New-build gentrification causes indirect or socio-cultural displacement. As outlined in 
chapter 2.2., the existence of indirect or socio-cultural displacement has not been empirically 
studied in the breadth of this thesis. Still, the local terms of reference for this socio-economic 
outcome have been discussed in the previous chapters. As discussed by Ilmavirta (2008a, 
2008b), new-build developments in Helsinki have been previously connected to the 
displacement of different actors and services from new residential areas. However, no studies 
have been conducted on whether indirect residential displacement occurs in conjunction. 
Although representing only a small sector of the planned housing in these areas, the present 
housing stocks of Jätkäsaari, Arabianranta and Kalasatama have been completed according to 
the targeted areal tenure structure distribution of the City of Helsinki. If the completion of 
these districts will be carried out in accordance to the current plans of social mixing and 
diversity of tenure types, it seems unlikely that the areas would develop into enclaves of high-
end housing. There are no clear implications that the development of these areas would in the 
near future considerably affect the housing prices in the surrounding areas and cause indirect 
displacement. If anything, the development of local services and infrastructure in these areas 
might reflect to the desirability of the nearby districts, for example in the case of Jätkäsaari to 
the attractiveness of the adjoining neighborhood of Ruoholahti. All the three areas and their 
surrounding districts belong to the two highest housing expense areas as categorized by 
Statistics Finland (Appendix 2). The case areas located in the inner city create urban 
environments where the structural prerequisites for the stability of socio-economically 
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balanced population are firmer than in the surrounding areas with relatively low shares of 
subsidized housing. Especially in the southern districts of the Central major district the 
housing prices have been rising faster than in the rest of the City (Lönnqvist 2009), and this 
development might continue until the limitations set by the structure of the housing stock are 
met. Paradoxically, although the neighboring new-build residential area of Kalasatama might 
be able to remain as an area with higher than city's average housing prices but still with a 
relatively socio-economically balanced residential base (if the objectives for the volume of 
state-subsidized housing are met), the attractiveness of this area might in the future lift the 
housing prices in the surrounding areas with predominantly older, unregulated housing stock. 
It is worth noting that this assumption is not based on any empirical analysis, and is only 
speculation based on interest in a matter that can be properly researched only within some 
years. Additionally, if gentrification is followed by the overall rise of the neighborhood status 
and attractiveness, the residents of the subsidized-housing are likely to remain in the area 
longer than in other areas where they would seek new residence as it becomes financially 
possible, as the current policies do not require residents to leave subsidized-housing when 
their income levels rise. This development, according to Hochstenbach et al. (2014: 766), can 
be considered a form of exclusionary displacement. Otherwise the area is surrounded with the 
sub-districts with housing prices already clearly in the highest end of the spectrum. It is also 
important to remember, that although the structural prerequisites for gentrification-related 
displacement might not appear topical for Helsinki, individual cases of displacement may 
occur and could be observed through different data and methodology than those applied in this 
study. This is exemplified for example in the work of Ilmavirta (2008a, 2008b), who finds 
stories of displacement in the level of individual buildings and respective actors previously 
located in them. 
 
Assessing the local context of NBG on these four arguments, it becomes clear that NBG with 
similar processes as described by Davidson and Lees (2005) is not currently taking place on 
district level in the three case study areas. On this scale, the current housing policies should 
prevent the formation of residential areas consisting primarily of unregulated owner-occupied 
and rental housing. In Finland, land-development issues are handled by municipalities, and the 
role of active developers affecting the tenure structure remains limited.  Additionally the City 
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of Helsinki is the main land-owner in the case study areas (and majority of the new-build 
areas), which gives the municipality much power in choosing what to build and to which 
direction to develop these areas. Acquiring a balanced demographic structure is understood to 
be important for the development of the new areas (Lilius 2014: 855-856). However, although 
similar processes leading to NBG as in Davidson and Lees' case study in the London 
Docklands (2005) do not occur in Helsinki per se, several of the characteristics of the 
phenomenon are also present in the local housing policies and development of the new 
residential areas. Firstly, the socio-economic structure of the new-build build areas tends to be 
generally higher than that of their surrounding areas. Notable exception to this observation is 
the most southern part of Helsinki in close vicinity to the city’s CBD and oldest housing stock. 
Second, marketing of the new-build waterfront areas, especially Kalasatama appears to 
encompass themes deemed attractive for the young, professional, urban-seeking classes. 
Aspects resonating with the nowadays global “gentrification aesthetics” such as individuality, 
authenticity and industrial heritage are key parts in this marketing narrative. The connection to 
the conceptualization of the needs of the “creative class” (Florida 2002) is unmistakable, as 
subjects of state of the art technology and urban ecology are introduced to the marketing of the 
new-build areas. Finally, the housing policies exercised by the municipalities of the 
Metropolitan Area and the Greater Helsinki Area have after the recession of the 1990s taken 
more neoliberal turn (Niska 2002; Mäenpää 2011), as changes in the municipal finance system 
have accelerated the intermunicipal competition for good tax payers securing the 
municipalities tax revenues (Vaattovaara & Lönnqvist 2003: 10). In Helsinki, this has been 
exemplified for instance in policies directing the new-build housing production. In order to 
increase the attractiveness of the city for more affluent tax payers and to prepare for the 
expected population growth in the upcoming decades, housing policies embracing Helsinki’s 
unique urbanity have been implemented to increase the attractiveness of urban apartment 
housing. In the beginning of the last decade, development of new build residential areas 
(completed in 1991-2000) in Helsinki was linked to concerns on their low income levels and 
incapability to attract the higher income classes (Vaattovaara & Vuori 2002). Besides ranking 
low in comparison to the average income level of the whole city, majority of the new 
residential areas also placed lower than the average income levels of their respective major 
districts. In this setting connection between new residential development and NBG seems 
104 
 
improbable, for the precondition of higher income residents settling into the vicinity of lower 
income areas was not met.  Since then, new housing and planning policies have been 
introduced by the City of Helsinki, and the outward migration from Helsinki to the 
surrounding municipalities of the Helsinki Metropolitan Area and the Greater Helsinki area 
has decreased. Currently the City of Helsinki exercises delicately balanced policies securing 
the diversity of new-build housing, creating preconditions for the initiation of a sufficient 
amount of new unregulated and City-led housing construction on a yearly basis and securing 
the availability of housing options meeting the needs of a balanced demographic structure. 
Since the 1990s, the focus of the policies has shifted from the accommodation of the lower 
income classes to securing the financing of the city's welfare services by better integrating the 
needs of the middle and higher income classes into the new-build residential production 
(Niska 2002: 102). The housing policies practiced in recent years by the City of Helsinki do to 
some extent share points of resemblance to the urban entrepreneurialism strategies attributed 
to many new urban policies (Harvey 1989, recently for instance Swyngedouw et al. 2002, 
Doucet et al. 2011).  It would appear, that some kind of consensus exists in the literature on 
the notion that over the last decades the housing policies exercised in Helsinki have taken a 
turn into a more neoliberal direction (Niska 2002; Mäenpää 2011). This development is in line 
with international tendencies, and for its part fosters the preconditions for municipality's 
involvement in gentrification processes. Despite these similarities, a parallel cannot be drawn 
between the evolution of housing and development policies in Helsinki and the Helsinki 
Metropolitan Area and the international discourse on active urban entrepreneurialism. 
Helsinki, in many ways exercises a socially inclusive housing policy with traits of neoliberal 
urban strategies. Housing policies exercised by the City of Helsinki on the regulation of new 
residential construction remain inclusive especially on the policies of social mixing. At least in 
the recent planning processes of the extensive waterfront residential development areas these 
regulations seem to follow through. 
 
Based on the results of the quantitative analysis on the socio-economic structure of the new-
build areas and the discussion on the structure of the housing stock and the current real-estate 
prices in Helsinki in the earlier chapters, a certain division between the inner and the outer city 
emerges. It would appear, that in the inner city areas the inhabitants of the new-build areas 
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have on average a slightly lower socio-economic status than the inhabitants of the older 
housing stock, and in the outer parts of the city, on the contrary, the population of the new-
build areas profiles socio-economically higher than the remaining population.  This 
observation on the socio-economic status is based on a limited set of indicators, and instead of 
studying more nuanced processes of socio-economic differentiation is aimed primarily to 
analyze those indicators for socio-economic status that are most representative for groups 
associated with gentrification. Historically, this gap between the inner and outer city traces 
back to the post-war era with the introduction of large scale subsidized housing into the local 
housing policy. Geographically, the pre-war housing stock of the Southern major district and 
the southern parts of the Central major district form the most densely build urban structure of 
the city with limited possibilities for later supplementary construction. As the established 
practice has been to increase the subsidized housing stock primarily through new construction 
instead of tenure conversion of existing buildings, the share of subsidized housing has until 
recently remained low in these areas. This structure has recently been shaken, as the former 
inner city harbor areas in the Southern and Central major districts have been opened up for 
residential development following the relocation of cargo shipping in 2008 to Vuosaari. 
Instead of joining to the mostly unregulated housing market of the surrounding areas, these 
new large scale residential areas will be developed following the City of Helsinki's objectives 
for an areally balanced tenure structure. For example the current development of the Jätkäsaari 
sub-district has already a considerably higher share of subsidized housing than the majority of 
the older housing stock of the Southern major district, and when completed will slightly even 
out the areal division of subsidized housing in Helsinki. The development of these new areas 
(as long as it follows the objectives for a diverse tenure structure) increases the possibilities of 
lower income groups to find housing in the vicinity of areas where it has been previously 
financially challenging, which in a way could be seen as an opposite process for 
gentrification-related displacement. It would still be a step too far to argue that the new-build 
residential developments in the inner city serve as a balancing process for gentrification, as the 
process is more complex than this simplification. 
 
The challenge in describing the recent development of Helsinki’s new-build housing on terms 
of NBG as Davidson and Lees (2005) suggest is that although the current situation fills to 
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some extent many of the arguments they set for the existence of NBG, the local institutional 
framework in Helsinki does not allow the outcomes to be developed in a similar way. 
Although the median and mean income levels tend to be higher in new-build areas than in the 
areas with mostly older housing, analysis on the shares of population belonging to different 
income categories shows that some of the new-build areas have both a higher share of 
inhabitants belonging to the highest and lowest income categories than the surrounding older 
housing stock. This structure, to my view, proves that the current policies on area-based 
objectives for a balanced tenure structure are working. To turn back to the case study areas, if 
the completion of these  districts will be carried out in accordance to the current plans of social 
mixing and diversity of tenure types, it seems highly unlikely that the areas would follow 
similar development paths as the London Docklands area as described by to Davidson and 
Lees (2005).  
These results bear close resemblance to the outcomes of recent Western European studies 
highlighting the importance of comprehensive understanding of the local context in the 
contemporary gentrification research (see Rerat et al. 2010; Doucet et al. 2011, Larsen & 
Hansen 2008). As concluded in several other case-studies, development of new-build housing 
areas in Helsinki is to some extent in line with international trends, but the specificities of 
national and  local policy practices have led to distinct socio-cultural out-comes. The results of 
this thesis support the notion that the concept of NBG becomes purposeful when accompanied 
with a more nuanced and comprehensive understanding of the local processes of urban change 
(Marquardt et al. 2013). Processes interpreted by means of gentrification should not be seen 
purely supplementary for the discourse on its existence, nature or applicability, but as 
indicators of urban change brought together by this framework.  However, it has been argued 
that perspective on gentrification adds visibility to ways urban space is produced and altered, 
by who and for whom. Concerning the conceptualization of NBG, these results would appear 
to support the argument that although contextual demand is expressed, the general theorization 
on NBG is strongly affected by the Anglo-American cultural sphere. Even more, the 





8. Summary and topics for further research on new-build gentrification 
 
In the context of this thesis changes in the urban socio-economic structure have been 
understood to take place from the joint effect of the households' aspirations on housing and the 
structural restrictions and possibilities limiting the outcomes, i.e. places of residence and the 
type of housing. These qualities have been discussed in their respective sections on the 
political, structural and economic framework of housing in Helsinki, and in an overview on 
research on housing preferences in Helsinki and in the Helsinki Metropolitan Area. In this 
setting the concept of NBG (Davidson and Lees 2005, 2010) has been found to be useful in 
analyzing the local processes shaping the socio-economic structure of Helsinki's new-build 
residential areas - especially the new waterfront developments in the vicinity of the inner city 
area. To summarize the results presented in the previous chapter, it was concluded that NBG 
as described by Davidson and Lees (2005, 2010) and further exemplified by a case study of 
the London Docklands area does not occur in the chosen case study areas in Helsinki per se, 
but that processes associated with NBG operate locally on a smaller scale. In Helsinki over the 
recent years locations in the vicinity of the most expensive residential areas of the inner city 
have been opened up for residential development - a premise which in a less regulated housing 
market would most likely lead to the development of high-end housing. The planning ideology 
of Helsinki has not been fully resistant to this development, as pockets of new-build 
unregulated housing clearly directed to the most affluent income groups have been developed 
in the inner city area of Helsinki, for instance Eiranranta in the Hernesaari sub-district.  
 
The current development policies however aim to develop the more extensive new-build areas 
according to the objectives of a balanced and diverse tenure-structure on the level of the 
development areas. Concerning the areas in the vicinity of the inner city, this means that the 
new-build areas have to some extent lower socio-economic statuses than the nearby inner city 
areas on average - an outcome that speaks against the existence of NBG in these areas. In the 
outer parts of the city this relation is reversed, as new-build housing areas profile generally 
higher on most socio-economic indicators than the surrounding areas. The higher socio-
economic status of the new-build housing outside of the inner city area is the result of 
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municipal housing policies encouraging social mixing in areas with high shares of social 
housing by increasing the development of unregulated housing. Altogether, this dynamic 
differs notably from the ways NBG is generally portrayed to function in the vicinity of inner 
city areas. 
 
Over the upcoming years Helsinki is expected to face growth varying from a moderate to rapid 
increase of population. Besides managing the existing housing stock, guaranteeing the 
prospects for the construction of a sufficient volume of new-build housing is the City's key 
measure to answer to the increasing need for residential housing in the area. The last decade 
has been characterized by the planning of extensive residential areas in the immediate vicinity 
of the Helsinki CBD and the seaside due to the relocation of inner city cargo shipping to the 
outskirts of the urban structure. The completion of these development areas is still more than a 
decade away, but the focus of Helsinki's future residential areas is already shifting due to the 
planning process of the upcoming City Plan (Helsingin kaupunkisuunnitteluvirasto 2015). The 
recent draft divides the future residential construction into three distinct focus areas each 
accounting for a third of the total volume of housing; supplementary construction densifying 
the existing city structure, development of heavily trafficked roads expanding out from the 
inner city into city boulevards and the development of new extensive construction areas. 
Helsinki is envisioned to grow in an increasingly urban manner, with the inner city area 
expanding and the relatively scattered urban structure of the outer major districts constantly 
densifying. 
 
This thesis has discussed the concept of NBG mainly in connection to the larger scale 
residential development areas in Helsinki. This viewpoint was chosen for three distinct 
reasons. Firstly, the objective of the study was to approach the subject primarily through the 
conceptualization by Davidson and Lees (2005, 2010), who exemplify their theoretical 
arguments through a case study with similarities in scale and geographical position in the local 
urban structure. Furthermore, the development of new-build housing in the city of Helsinki is 
currently and over the upcoming years experiencing more construction directed to the inner 
city area than it has for a long time and what probably will be for some time in the future. In 
this stage of urban growth the concept of NBG in relation to large scale waterfront 
development areas appeared highly topical. Last, the decision to allocate the empirical part of 
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the thesis on the socio-economic structure of the new-build areas favored the focus on more 
extensive residential areas.  This was merely due to the scale and resolution of the available 
data. In case similar demographic and socio-economic data was available on a smaller scale, 
such as a city block or a building, the analysis could be ideally repeated with specific 
information on the tenure status and including all the new build housing in Helsinki. 
 
Extensive analysis on NBG in the context of Helsinki and the Helsinki Metropolitan Area calls for 
future research. If the production of new-build housing continuously lacks to meet the demands 
of the growing residential base, the availability and affordability of housing is likely to further 
tighten the possibilities for housing in the inner city area. It would be interesting to study 
gentrification broadly in the context of the suburban area. How will the future densification of 
the urban structure reflect to the socio-economic structure of these areas? Which older 
suburban areas are experiencing growth in the shares of the gentrifying groups? The function 
of this research interest would not be to intentionally search for the existence of the negative 
effects of gentrification, but to explore what additional value the framework of NBG could 
offer in understanding the challenges and possibilities of the future growth of the region. 
Additional future research on the topic of (new-build) gentrification calls for the introduction 
of qualitative research methods, which have been mostly missing from the Finnish 
gentrification research despite a few exceptions. Reaching the resident perspective would open 
up new themes to be explored, such as alterations in the subjective sense of place or 
neighborhoods perceived image and possibly even nuanced discussion on the indirect forms of 
gentrification-related displacement.  
 
As for the sub-districts of Jätkäsaari and Kalasatama, this study has explored their 
development and residential base in a relatively early phase of their construction. This has 
allowed for an overview on the image-building and marketing of these areas in the start of 
their respective development projects and for a look into the socio-economic structure of the 
first residents settling into the areas. It would be interesting to follow these development 
processes further, and to explore to what extent the current marketing strategies are 
reproduced as the areas start to develop their own non-makeshift identities. Although it is here 
assumed that these areas will be developed according to the structural guidance of the City of 
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Helsinki’s current housing policies, economic fluctuations and changes of the housing market 
may still affect the future tenure structure of these areas, and the outcome of the current plans 
could be revisited as the areas near to completion.  
Finally, the experiences on the local institutional and cultural setting of Helsinki could be 
further applied in research on the contextual factors impacting the local dynamics of 
gentrification. This work could lead to the establishment of a framework for scrutinizing 
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Nro. Sub-district name     
010 Kruunuhaka 287 Veräjälaakso 420 Kulosaari 
020 Kluuvi 291 Etelä-Haaga 431 Länsi-Herttoniemi 
030 Kaartinkaupunki 292 Kivihaka 432 Roihuvuori 
040 Kamppi 293 Pohjois-Haaga 433 Herttoniemen yritysalue 
050 Punavuori 294 Lassila 434 Herttoniemenranta 
060 Eira 301 Vanha Munkkiniemi 440 Tammisalo 
070 Ullanlinna 302 Kuusisaari 451 Vartioharju 
080 Katajanokka 303 Lehtisaari 452 Puotila 
090 Kaivopuisto 304 Munkkivuori 453 Puotinharju 
101 Vilhonvuori 305 Niemenmäki 454 Myllypuro 
102 Kalasatama 306 Talinranta 455 Marjaniemi 
103 Sompasaari 311 Kotkavuori 456 Roihupelto 
104 Hanasaari 312 Vattuniemi 457 Itäkeskus 
111 Siltasaari 313 Myllykallio 461 Pajamäki 
112 Linjat 314 Koivusaari 462 Tali 
113 Torkkelinmäki 320 Konala 463 Reimarla 
121 Harju 331 Kannelmäki 464 Marttila 
122 Alppila 332 Maununneva 465 Pitäjänmäen yritysalue 
130 Etu-Töölö 333 Malminkartano 471 Kontula 
140 Taka-Töölö 334 Hakuninmaa 472 Vesala 
150 Meilahti 335 Kuninkaantammi 473 Mellunmäki 
161 Vanha Ruskeasuo 336 Honkasuo 474 Kivikko 
162 Pikku Huopalahti 341 Länsi-Pakila 475 Kurkimäki 
171 Länsi-Pasila 342 Itä-Pakila 480 Vartiosaari 
172 Pohjois-Pasila 351 Paloheinä 491 Yliskylä 
173 Itä-Pasila 352 Torpparinmäki 492 Jollas 
174 Keski-Pasila 353 Tuomarinkartano 493 Tullisaari 
180 Laakso 354 Haltiala 494 Kruunuvuorenranta 
190 Mustikkamaa-Korkeasaari 361 Viikinranta 495 Hevossalmi 
201 Ruoholahti 362 Latokartano 500 Villinki 
202 Lapinlahti 363 Viikin tiedepuisto 510 Santahamina 
203 Jätkäsaari 364 Viikinmäki 520 Suomenlinna 
204 Hernesaari 370 Pukinmäki 531 Länsisaaret 
211 Hermanninmäki 381 Ylä-Malmi 532 Itäsaaret 
212 Hermanninranta 382 Ala-Malmi 541 Keski-Vuosaari 
213 Kyläsaari 383 Pihlajamäki 542 Nordsjön kartano 
220 Vallila 384 Tattariharju 543 Uutela 
231 Toukola 385 Malmin lentokenttä 544 Meri-Rastila 
232 Arabianranta 386 Pihlajisto 545 Kallahti 
240 Kumpula 391 Tapaninvainio 546 Aurinkolahti 
250 Käpylä 392 Tapanila 547 Rastila 
260 Koskela 401 Siltamäki 548 Niinisaari 
270 Vanhakaupunki 402 Tapulikaupunki 549 Mustavuori 
281 Pirkkola 403 Töyrynummi 550 Östersundom 
282 Maunula 411 Puistola 560 Salmenkallio 
283 Metsälä 412 Heikinlaakso 570 Talosaari 
284 Patola 413 Tattarisuo 580 Karhusaari 
285 Veräjämäki 414 Jakomäki 591 Landbo 
286 Maunulanpuisto 415 Alppikylä 592 Puroniitty 
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